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1. Introduction
1.1. Background to the study
The surge of ethnic immigration over the past few decades has changed the 
demographic and social composition of the population in the Netherlands. Like most 
European countries, the Netherlands experienced an increasing ethnic, cultural and 
religious diversity. The influx and presence of ethnic immigrants has had major social 
and political consequences. First, it substantially changed the ethnic composition of 
many Dutch cities (e.g. Bontje & Latten, 2005; Musterd, 2005; Musterd & Ostendorf, 
2009; Van Kempen & Van Weesp, 1998; Zorlu & Latten, 2009). Between 2000 and 
2008, the number of neighbourhoods (zip code areas) with high concentrations of ethnic 
minority residents (more than 50 per cent) almost doubled (Kullberg & Nicolaas, 2009). 
Second, it substantially affected the social and political climate. In a few years time, the 
Netherlands shifted from multicultural policies, which institutionalized the rights to 
cultural differences, to a policy that resembles more closely an ideology of assimilation 
(Coenders, Lubbers, Scheepers & Verkuyten, 2008; Entzinger, 2003; Joppke, 2004; 
Vasta, 2007). In the wake of these political changes, ethnic relations seem to have 
developed in a negative direction (Coenders et al., 2008).
This study focuses on ethnic exclusionary reactions among the Dutch majority 
group.1 The concept 'ethnic exclusionism' encapsulates a multitude of social 
phenomena referring to ethnic in-group members that set out to exclude members of an 
ethnic out-group (Coenders, Lubbers & Scheepers, 2005). Ethnic exclusionism may thus 
be regarded as a generic term referring to a set of unfavourable beliefs, attitudes or 
behavioural responses (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) to members of 
ethnic out-groups.2 The concept covers many different aspects, including ethnic 
prejudice (e.g. Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995; Sniderman, Peri, De Figueiredo & Piazza, 
2000; Coenders, Scheepers, Sniderman & Verberk, 2001), and attitudes with regard to 
principles of ethnic equality (i.e. general norms of non-discrimination (Schuman, Steeh, 
Bobo & Krysan, 1997)). Next to these relatively general ethnic attitudes, scholars 
examined the attitudes, intentions and behaviour towards ethnic out-groups with regard 
to specific, often controversial, issues that more closely approximate real-life settings, 
for instance: the establishment of asylum seeker centres (Lubbers, Coenders & 
Scheepers, 2006); ethnic intermarriage (Tolsma, Lubbers & Coenders, 2008); ethnically 
mixed neighbourhoods (Farley, Steeh, Krysan, Jackson & Reeves, 1994; Semyonov, 
Glikman & Krysan, 2007); ethnically mixed schools (Coenders, Lubbers & Scheepers, 
2004) and affirmative action (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993). Throughout, the terms ‘general
15
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ethnic attitudes’ and 'specific exclusionary reactions’ are used to distinguish between the 
above mentioned aspects of ethnic exclusionism.3
After this conceptual refinement, the question arises whether the general public 
varies in its support for different aspects of ethnic exclusionism. In classic studies ethnic 
exclusionism is conceived of as a rather uniform phenomenon being principally rooted in 
individual psychological processes. The scope of these studies is often narrowed to 
ethnic prejudice and its individual level determinants (cf. Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, 
Levison & Sanford, 1950; Allport, 1954). More recently, longitudinal research among the 
U.S. public has shown that individual's attitudes and intentions towards ethnic out­
groups may vary across issues and over time (Schuman et al., 1997). On the one hand, 
among white Americans support for general principals of ethnic equality has increased 
steadily since the 1940s. On the other hand, support for the implementation of such 
principles through government policies remains much lower. These findings imply that 
ethnic exclusionism is by no means a uniform phenomenon. While people may support 
general principles of ethnic equality, they nonetheless may show varying degrees of 
specific exclusionary reactions with regard to issues that more closely approximate 
latent conflicts between ethnic groups.
European research has predominantly focused on general ethnic attitudes. 
Relatively little empirical research has been done on exclusionary reactions with regard 
to specific issues like ethnically mixed school or neighbourhoods -  issues that more 
closely resemble latent conflicts between ethnic groups in the Netherlands. Empirical 
studies that did cover specific exclusionary reactions have shown that such applied 
reactions are, in some cases, much more widely dispersed than ethnic prejudice (e.g. 
Coenders et al., 2004; Lubbers, Coenders & Scheepers, 2006). These results are 
consistent with previous U.S. research and call for further empirical evidence.
Characteristic of previous research on ethnic exclusionism is that the focus is on 
individual characteristics. A recurring finding in empirical research is that ethnic 
prejudice is more widespread among lower educated people (e.g. Coenders & 
Scheepers, 2003; Kunovich, 2004). In addition, some sociological research has 
examined the impact of observed, contextual determinants like relative ethnic group size 
on ethnic exclusionism (e.g. Quillian, 1995; Scheepers, Gijsberts & Coenders, 2002; 
Taylor, 1998; Tolsma et al., 2008). These studies have shown that ethnic exclusionary 
reactions are more widely endorsed in countries with a higher proportion of non-EU 
citizens (Scheepers et al., 2002), and in times of high levels of ethnic immigration 
(Coenders et al., 2008). Other scholars directed attention to a wider range of 
hypothetical situational characteristics that may influence ethnic exclusionary reactions 
(e.g. Farley et al., 1994; Krysan, 2002). These scholars asked, for instance, how people 
would react in particular situations that involve some degree of ethnic integration on a 
personal level. Along this line, empirical research among the Dutch population has
16
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shown that few people object to schools with a small proportion of ethnic minority pupils. 
But, the same stuy showed that objections are much more frequent when ethnic minority 
pupils are becoming the majority (Coenders et al., 2004). Although scholars generally 
acknowledge the importance of situational characteristics (e.g. Piazza & Sniderman, 
1998; Schuman et al., 1997; Sniderman, Hagendoorn & Prior, 2004), this has not led to 
a strong empirical focus on situational variations in ethnic exclusionary reactions.
To summarize, previous research suggests that there is a need to understand 
more fully specific exclusionary reactions with regard to contemporary ethnic issues that 
more closely approximate real-life settings. This book reaches beyond general ethnic 
attitudes. The first research aim is to study and compare the levels and determinants of 
people's specific exclusionary reactions. The focus is on two contemporary ethnic issues 
that garnered significant attention in public and political debate: opposition to ethnic 
policy and opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. Both issues are concerned 
with sociology's overarching research domain regarding the level of social cohesion and 
social inequality within society (Ultee, 1991; Ultee, Arts & Flap, 1992). Despite high 
levels of ethnic segregation in European cities (Logan, 2006; Musterd, 2005; Semyonov 
et al., 2007), and intense political debates about the limits of multiculturalism, little 
research has been done on these specific exclusionary reactions in the European 
context.
For the purpose of further understanding such specific exclusionary reactions, it is 
important to also consider the role of situational characteristics (e.g. Coenders et al., 
2004; Schuman et al., 1997). Accordingly, the second research aim of this book is to 
study, for each of the above issues (i.e. ethnic policy and ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods), the situational variations in people's specific exclusionary reactions. In 
this book, the term 'situational' refers to a wide range of hypothetical situational 
characteristics that may influence people's ethnic exclusionary reactions. For instance, 
people are asked how they would react in particular situations that involve some degree 
of ethnic integration on a personal level. Accordingly, the scope of this study is different 
from comparative studies on contextual effects (e.g. Quillian, 1995, 2002; Scheepers et 
al., 2002; Tolsma et al., 2008), where observed, contextual characteristics like a 
country's economic conditions may be associated with ethnic exclusionary reactions.
The situational approach, used in this book, is complementary to research that 
focuses on contextual determinants in explaining ethnic exclusionary reactions. For 
instance, a common approach in research on specific reactions with regard to ethnically 
mixed neighbourhoods infers people's ethnic residential preferences from their actual 
mobility behaviour -  i.e. the relation between the size of the ethnic minority population in 
the neighbourhood and the likelihood of exiting or entering the neighbourhood (see e.g. 
Crowder, 2000; Quillian, 2002; South & Crowder, 1998). Several problems may, 
however, arise from such an endeavour. Perhaps most important, ethnic minorities are
17
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not evenly distributed throughout the Netherlands (Logan, 2006; Musterd, 2005; 
Semyonov et al., 2007). Most majority members do not live among large numbers of 
ethnic minority residents, and even if they would like to live in a mixed neighbourhood, 
they may not end up there. To move forward then, a complementary, situational 
approach may be used that asks people how they themselves would feel or act in 
particular situations that involve a varying degree of ethnic integration in their 
neighbourhood. Despite the merits of such an approach, most situational studies have 
been confined to the U.S. context.
To explain people's specific exclusionary reactions and the situational variations 
therein, we derive and test complementary and rival hypotheses from contemporary 
theories on ethnic exclusionism. This chapter introduces the research problem, the 
research method and the data used. In Section 1.2, we briefly review previous research 
on ethnic exclusionary reactions. The shortcomings and lacunae in previous studies 
have led to the research aims of this study, which are further discussed in Section 1.3. 
Next, in section 1.4, we discuss contemporary theories on ethnic exclusionary reactions. 
Section 1.5 provides an outline of the subsequent chapters in this book. This chapter 
ends with a discussion of the research methods and data used (Section 1.6).
1.2. Previous research on ethnic exclusionism
1.2.1. General ethnic attitudes and specific exclusionary reactions
The topic of ethnic exclusionism has received substantial scholarly attention in the U.S. 
as well as in the European context. The concept encapsulates many different social 
phenomena, but the scope has traditionally been narrowed to general attitudes like 
ethnic prejudice. Ethnic prejudice is defined as a generalised unfavourable opinion on 
one or more ethnic out groups and is heavily imbued with negative affect and negative 
ethnic stereotypes (cf. Adorno et al., 1950; Allport, 1954; Sniderman et al., 2000). The 
phenomenon has been documented in classic studies, as well as in more recent studies, 
and has been conceptually and empirically refined into various types of prejudice (e.g. 
Coenders et al., 2001; Dovidio & Gaertner, 1991; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995; Sears & 
Kinder, 1985). The predominant research on ethnic prejudice has focused on the 
relation between individual characteristics and prejudicial attitudes. In these studies, 
ethnic prejudice is typically viewed as resulting from individual propensities.
Specific exclusionary reactions have received vast empirical evidence in U.S. 
research, but are relatively unexplored in the European context. This neglect is 
surprising and somewhat unfortunate as U.S. research among white Americans has 
revealed strong empirical discrepancies between general ethnic attitudes and specific 
exclusionary reactions. National trend data have shown an increasing support for
18
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abstract principles of ethnic equality among white Americans (Schuman et al., 1997).4 
By 1995, for example, 96% of the white population claimed to agree with the statement 
that 'white students and black students should go to the same schools' -  up from 32% in 
1942. The same data showed, however, that whites' support for federal implementation 
of school integration dropped between 1964 and 1994, reaching 25% in 1994. 
Moreover, in 1996, almost 50% of the white population stated that they would object to 
sending their children to a school in which black children were in the majority.
Discrepancies between general ethnic attitudes and specific exclusionary 
reactions may particularly be found among highly educated people. One of the most 
consistent findings in empirical research is that ethnic prejudice is less widespread 
among higher educated (e.g. Coenders & Scheepers, 2003; Kunovich, 2004). This 
empirical regularity may be interpreted in various ways (as I will discuss in Section 
1.4.2). However, there are indications that the effect of education is not invariant, but 
varies across countries (Coenders & Scheepers, 2003) and across types of exclusionary 
reactions (i.e. general ethnic attitudes and specific exclusionary reactions). U.S. 
research has shown that education is strongly related to abstract principles of ethnic 
equality; but this relation is less strong -  or sometimes even non-existent -  concerning 
the implementation thereof (Jackman & Muha, 1984; Schuman et al., 1997). In 
particular, privileged social categories, that generally show less exclusionary reactions, 
may not be so distinctively tolerant when it concerns controversial ethnic issues like 
ethnically mixed schools (e.g. Jackman & Muha, 1984; Kinder & Sears, 1981; Schuman 
et al., 1997).
The empirical discrepancies between general ethnic attitudes and specific 
exclusionary reactions have led to wide disagreement among social scientists 
concerning the best theoretical interpretation. Some scholars seem to be sceptical about 
the significance of white attitudes that appear to be tolerant with regard to principles of 
ethnic equality (for an overview also see Schuman et al., 1997). At the furthest extreme, 
researchers have argued that high levels of support for principles of ethnic equality 
reflect only lip services to democratic ideals (e.g. Dovidio & Gaertner, 1986). Two other 
theoretical approaches, usually labelled 'superficial tolerance' (Jackman, 1978; 
Jackmand & Muha, 1984) and 'symbolic racism' (Kinder & Sears, 1981; Sears, 1988), 
also contend that public support for principles of ethnic equality conceals strong 
objections to actual ethnic integration and policy efforts to assist ethnic minorities. As 
such, changes in attitudes towards principles of ethnic equality would be of little 
relevance to understand current inter-ethnic relations.
In short, there are compelling reasons not to rely exclusively on general ethnic 
attitudes, but to also study specific exclusionary reactions with regard to contemporary 
ethnic issues like ethnic policy. Previous research on specific exclusionary reactions is, 
however, mostly confined to the U.S. context. The latter in particular holds for opposition
19
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to ethnic policy and ethnically mixed neighbourhoods; the issues addressed in this book. 
(The specifics of each will be further discussed in Sections 1.3 and 1.5).
1.2.2. Individual, contextual and situational characteristics
Previous research has predominantly focused on the role of individual level 
characteristics. Some sociological research has also studied the influence of contextual 
characteristics (e.g. Quillian, 1995; Scheepers et al., 2002; Taylor, 1998; Tolsma et al., 
2008). In a complementary line of research, scholars have examined the influence of 
situational characteristics; that is, the effect of hypothetical social circumstances on 
ethnic exclusionary reactions. These studies allowed scholars to distinguish between 
situational influences (Emerson, Chai & Yancey, 2001). In a situational study, U.S. 
scholars presented white Americans with a series of neighbourhood video's (Krysan, 
Couper, Farley & Forman, 2009). In these video's the ethnic composition varied 
independently from the neighbourhood's social class. The results revealed that 
neighbourhoods with a higher social class level were more positively evaluated than 
otherwise similar neighbourhoods with a lower social class level. Yet, the share of black 
residents in the neighbourhood had an independent effect, controlling for neighbourhood 
social class, on whites' desirability ratings of the neighbourhood. Moreover, whites who 
held negative stereotypes about blacks were more strongly influenced in their 
neighbourhood evaluations by the share of black residents. These findings suggest that 
people's specific exclusionary reactions may vary across situations.
Despite the merits, most situational studies have been confined to the U.S. 
context. An exception is a recent study on opposition to school integration among the 
Dutch population (Coenders et al., 2004). Consistent with previous U.S. research, this 
study showed that specific exclusionary reactions are more widespread when 
substantial numbers of ethnic minorities are involved and dominant ethnic group 
members are at risk of becoming the minority: Few people object to schools with a small 
proportion of ethnic minority pupils. Objections are, however, much more frequent in 
case of substantial numbers of ethnic minority pupils. The same study showed that 
higher educated are less reluctant to send their children to a multi-ethnic school, but 
only if the proportion of ethnic minority pupils is relatively small. If more than half of the 
pupils consist of ethnic minorities, higher educated are less willing to send their children 
to such a school than lower educated.
Situational influences may be understood broadly to also include the effects of 
reference frames that structure an ethnic issue. Frames are constructions of an issue; 
they define the essence of a problem and suggest how to think about it (Entman, 1993; 
Gamson & Modigliani, 1989; Nelson & Kinder, 1996). Frames become available to 
people through a wide range of media channels -  for instance, television, radio, internet
2 0
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and newspapers. In the media, elites constantly try to impose their interpretations of 
ethnic issues as the dominant way of thinking. The frames, or interpretations, that 
prevail may substantially affect how people understand an ethnic issue and, in the end, 
may motivate people to take up a completely different position (Druckman, 2001; 
Sniderman & Theriault, 2004).
Along this line, U.S. scholars examined whether public opposition to government 
policies is more widespread under frames that direct attention to ethnic inequalities, 
rather than class differences (e.g. Kinder & Sanders, 1996). The chief distinction 
examined is between government policies that target ethnic minorities in particular, as 
against policies that target lower income groups in general. The results showed that 
special schooling and scholarships are much more popular among white Americans 
when they are targeted at the poor than when they are exclusively aimed at blacks. 
Moreover, when they were framed in terms of class, the influence of ethnic resentment 
was much weaker than when they were framed in terms of ethnic equality. Like other 
situational influences, framing effects have received some empirical evidence in U.S. 
research, but are relatively unexplored in the European context.
In short, the predominant research on ethnic exclusionism has focused on the 
role of micro-level characteristics. In the last decade, sociological oriented research has 
examined the impact of observable contextual characteristics on ethnic exclusionism. In 
this book, we turn to the wider situational influences on specific exclusionary reactions. 
These influences may be understood broadly to also include the effects of reference 
frames that structure an ethnic issue. Studies that do take situational characteristics into 
account have shown that people's specific exclusionary reactions vary according to the 
social circumstances -  e.g. the neighbourhood status or the reference frame used in 
political debates. For the purpose of further understanding specific exclusionary 
reactions, it is important to also consider such situational variations. Most situational 
studies have, however, been confined to the U.S. context.
1.3. Research aims of this study
Considering the lacunae in the research on ethnic exclusionary reactions, this book aims 
to improve both theoretical and empirical knowledge on specific exclusionary reactions 
and the situational variations therein. The first research aim of this book is to study and 
compare the levels and determinants of people's specific exclusionary reactions. The 
focus is on two issues: opposition to government policies benefitting ethnic minorities 
and ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. The second aim is to study, for each of these two 
issues, the situational variations in people's specific exclusionary reactions. In the first 
part of the book, we examine the extent to which specific exclusionary reactions vary 
according to the manner in which issues are presented or framed. In the second part,
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we compare people's specific exclusionary reactions across hypothetical situations that 
vary in situational characteristics (i.e. neighbourhood composition).
To explain people's specific exclusionary reactions and the situational variations 
therein, we derive and test complementary and rival hypotheses from contemporary 
theories on ethnic exclusionary reactions. We particularly rely on the framework of 
ethnic competition theory that encompasses individual characteristics as well as 
contextual features that may evoke ethnic exclusionary reactions (e.g. Scheepers et al., 
2002). This general framework may also be used to predict effects of situational 
characteristics like reference frames (which will be further explicated in Sections 1.4.1 
and 1.4.3 respectively). In the different empirical chapters, we examine to what extent 
situational characteristics affect specific exclusionary reactions. In addition, we study 
how differences in the level of specific ethnic exclusionary reactions are related to 
individual socio-demographic characteristics and mediating factors, such as ethnic 
group perceptions. Finally, we examine the extent to which the effects of independent, 
individual characteristics on specific exclusionary reactions vary with situational 
characteristics like relative ethnic group size or the reference frame used.
In the first part of this book, ‘The effects of target group and issue frame on 
opposition to ethnic policy', we examine how opposition to ethnic policy varies with the 
way policies are presented or framed. The Netherlands provides an interesting case as 
its integration policy has shown an extreme turn over the last years. In a few years' time, 
the Netherlands shifted from a multicultural ideology to one that more strongly 
emphasizes the civic integration of ethnic minorities (Joppke, 2004; Vasta, 2007). In 
replace, new integration policies were issued that focus on the socio-economic 
dimension of integration and target a broader category of economically disadvantaged 
people, irrespective of ethnic background.
The first study of Part 1 sheds light on the extent to which opposition to 
employment policy is increased under issue frames that direct attention to ethnic 
inequalities, rather than class differences. We compare public opinion on government 
assistance targeted at, specifically, ethnic minorities versus, more broadly, lower income 
groups. A comparison of public opinions on parallel ethnic and income policy may help 
to understand more fully the role of ethnic group attitudes. Specifically, it may show to 
what extent even opposition to general income policies -  not specifically targeted at 
ethnic minorities -  may still be affected by attitudes towards ethnic minorities. The 
second study of Part 1 turns to the question whether opposition to ethnic school policy is 
affected by frames that emphasize the costs for the ethnic in-group or the benefits for 
the ethnic out-group.
In the second part of this book, ‘The effect of neighbourhood composition on 
opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods', we examine how ethnic neighbourhood 
composition gives rise to feelings of discomfort and flight intentions. From the
22
Introduction
perspective of the ethnic Dutch majority, neighbourhoods are becoming more ethnically 
diverse. In the past few decades, many neighbourhoods in the economic centres in the 
western part of the Netherlands have become predominantly inhabited by ethnic 
minorities (Wittebrood, Latten & Nicolaas, 2005; Zorlu & Latten, 2009). European 
research has shown that about 28% of the European citizens prefer to live in an ethnic 
homogeneous neighbourhood (Semyonov et al., 2007). These preferences may be 
shaped by negative attitudes towards ethnic minorities as such (Bobo & Zubrinsky, 
1996; Charles, 2000; Krysan, 2002). An alternative explanation could be, however, that 
much of what appears to be objection to ethnic minorities is due to perceptions of social 
class differences and associated differences in values and lifestyle (e.g. Ellen, 2000; 
Harris, 1999, 2001). The studies in Part 2, set out to disentangle the influence of ethnic 
neighbourhood composition and educational status differences on respectively feelings 
of discomfort with, and flight intentions from ethnically mixed neighbourhoods.
1.4. Theoretical background
1.4.1. General theoretical propositions
Two major theoretical frameworks dominate previous research on ethnic exclusionism. 
According to the first, social identity theory, ethnic exclusionism is a result of 
psychological processes. The premise of this theory is that an integral element of 
individual's self-image is based on what groups he or she belongs to or identifies with 
(Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Individuals tend to strive for a positive social 
identity, which they may establish through favourable social comparisons between one's 
own group and relevant out-groups. Specifically, individuals selectively perceive mainly 
favourable characteristics among members of the in-group and mainly unfavourable 
characteristics among members of out-groups. Subsequently, they apply favourable 
characteristics of in-group members to themselves (social identification), while they 
generalize unfavourable characteristics to all members of the ethnic out-group; a 
mechanism which is also referred to as social contra-identification (Scheepers et al.,
2002). The theoretical notions of social identity theory as presented this far, are, 
however, not very useful for deriving predictions regarding differences in the extent of 
specific exclusionary reactions between social categories of the dominant ethnic group 
and between situations (Billiet, Eisinga & Scheepers, 1996; Felling, Peters & Scheepers, 
1986).
The second theoretical framework, realistic conflict theory, states that ethnic 
exclusionism is rooted in a clash of group interests (e.g. Coser, 1956; LeVine & 
Campbell, 1972; Sherif & Sherif, 1979). Group interests can clash over a wide area of 
valued goods, including claims to economic resources, social status and cultural
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resources (Esses, Jackson & Armstrong, 1998; Oliver & Mendelberg, 2000; Taylor,
1998). Experimental studies have revealed that inter-group competition may reinforce in­
group favouritism on the one hand and exclusionary reactions towards ethnic out-groups 
on the other hand (Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Sherif & Sherif, 1979).
Realistic conflict and social identity explanations need not be mutually exclusive 
(Jetten, Branscombe, Schmitt & Spears, 2001; Scheepers et al., 2002; Sniderman et al., 
2004; Turner & Reynolds, 2001). Exclusionary reactions to ethnic minorities can be due 
to both concerns about economic resources and group identity (Sniderman et al., 2004). 
Extending the classic work of Blumer (1958), Bobo (1999) stresses the role of ethnic 
identities and the 'sense of group position'. This latter subjective orientation involves 
normative ideas about where one's own group should stand in the social order vis-à-vis 
an out-group. Following this perspective, ethnic exclusionism is the outcome of a 
perceived challenge to this sense of group position among dominant group members. 
Hence, ethnic competition induces perceived threat from ethnic out-groups, but these 
perceptions need not always be solely rooted in actual conflicts of group interests 
(Blalock, 1967; Blumer, 1958; Bobo, 1999).
In this book we heavily rely on the theoretical framework of 'ethnic competition 
theory', which integrates the perspectives of social identity theory and realistic conflict 
theory (Coenders, 2001; Scheepers et al., 2002). The premise of this theory is that 
ethnic competition, actual or perceived, may reinforce the mechanisms of social 
(contra)-identification, the eventual outcome of which is referred to as ethnic 
exclusionism. Thus, the social-psychological theory of social identity theory can be 
complemented with propositions from realistic conflict theory that indicate the conditions 
under which ethnic exclusionary reactions will be more strongly prevalent.
Ethnic competition theory is usually applied as a framework for predicting effects 
of individual-level and contextual-level characteristics on ethnic exclusionism 
(Scheepers et al., 2002; Tolsma et al., 2008). The framework may also be used to 
derive hypotheses with regard to wider situational influences. At the contextual-level, 
competition is affected by competitive social conditions such as the relative size of the 
ethnic out-group. Actual or perceived competition may, of course, also be affected by 
situational characteristics. For instance, policy frames that direct attention to ethnic 
inequalities, or the costs for the ethnic in-group, may reinforce perceived threat from the 
ethnic out-group that stands to benefit from the proposed policy (e.g. Bobo 2000; Bobo 
& Kluegel, 1993).
At the micro-level, competition may refer to social conditions of members of the 
dominant group. In addition, it may refer to a perceived threat of competition that 
possibly mediates the effect of micro-, macro- and situational conditions on ethnic 
exclusionism. Given the generally weak socio-economic status of ethnic minorities, 
actual ethnic competition, but also perceived ethnic threat, may be stronger among
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individuals with a low socioeconomic status. This proposition is related to self-interest 
theory (e.g. Sears & Funk, 1991), which contends that ethnic exclusionism is the 
outcome of a perceived threat to personal well-being. Distinct from ethnic competition 
theory, self-interest theory stresses the tangible threats that ethnic minorities may pose 
to the individual and his or her immediate family (Sears & Funk, 1991; Sears & Kinder, 
1985). Following this account, specific exclusionary reactions with regard to ethnically 
mixed schools or neighbourhoods constitute a typical 'Not In My Back Yard' (NIMBY) 
phenomenon.
1.4.2. Individual-level characteristics
Individual conditions
Throughout the book, the general framework of ethnic competition theory is used to 
explain the influence of individual conditions on specific exclusionary reactions. Apart 
from this framework, complementary explanations are tested that are more directly 
concerned with the role of self-interest.
Ethnic competition theory contends that social categories holding relatively similar 
social positions to ethnic minorities may experience higher levels of ethnic competition, 
and therefore display stronger exclusionary reactions. In the Netherlands, ethnic 
minorities are overrepresented in the lower strata of society (Dagevos, 2009; Gijsberts & 
Herweijer, 2009). Thus, a general hypothesis that can be derived from ethnic 
competition theory is that less privileged people (i.e. less educated people and those 
with a lower income) are more likely to show specific exclusionary reactions (Scheepers 
et al., 2002). Other scholars focused on tangible personal interests (Sears & Funk, 
1991; Sears & Kinder, 1985). They suggested that home ownership and having children 
in school may form additional personal motivations to endorse specific exclusionary 
reactions -  especially with regard to ethnically mixed schools or neighbourhoods (see 
also Charles, 2000; Ellen, 2000).
Empirical research has consistently shown that general ethnic attitudes, like 
ethnic prejudice, are less widely endorsed among higher educated (e.g. Coenders & 
Scheepers, 2003). Next to ethnic competition, socialization has been proposed as a 
possible explanation of the effect of education. Central to socialization theory is the 
thesis that educational institutions transmit democratic norms, values and modes of 
behaviour, that are deemed appropriate in democratic societies. The longer individuals 
attend the educational system, the more they are exposed to these democratic values. 
Because ethnic exclusionary reactions are incongruent with these values, an advanced 
formal education can countervail (cognitively unenlightened) ethnic exclusionary 
reactions (Coenders & Scheepers, 2003; Selznick & Steinberg, 1969; Weil, 1985).
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This proposition is, however, not uncontested; other scholars doubt whether 
formal education fuels an enlightened perspective that 'liberates' people from specific 
exclusionary reactions. One theoretical approach, usually labelled 'superficial tolerance', 
particularly addresses the discrepancies between the effects of educational attainment 
on principles of ethnic equality and the political implementation thereof (Jackman, 1978). 
This approach contends that highly educated members of a dominant ethnic group are 
familiar with abstract egalitarian norms, but are reluctant to apply these norms when 
doing so might undermine their own privileged status. Following this perspective, the 
positive link between education and support for principles of ethnic equality would be 
superficial and should be interpreted as ideological sophistication rather than egalitarian 
commitment (Jackman, 1978; Jackman & Muha, 1984).
Individual perceptions and ideology
Building upon previous sections, the framework of ethnic competition theory is used to 
explain the influences of individual perceptions on specific exclusionary reactions. Apart 
from this framework, rival and complementary explanations are tested that are 
concerned with subjective perceptions of threatened self-interests, the role of political- 
ideological motives (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Sniderman & Piazza, 1993) and 
perceptions of ethnic class differences (Harris, 1999, 2001).
Ethnic competition theory contends that ethnic out-groups may pose a perceived 
threat to the ethnic in-group in general and to specific in-group members in particular. 
Perceived ethnic threat to scarce resources may reinforce mechanisms of social 
(contra)-identification, the eventual outcome of which is referred to as ethnic 
exclusionism (Scheepers et al., 2002). Thus, a general hypothesis that arises from these 
arguments is that people who perceive more threat from ethnic minorities, will exhibit 
stronger specific exclusionary reactions. Self-interest has also been defined more 
narrowly -  in terms of the direct impact of specific issues (e.g. ethnic policy) on people's 
personal well-being (e.g. Sears & Funk, 1991; Sears & Kinder, 1985). So conceived, 
people who feel that their own finances are threatened, or people who perceive ethnic 
minorities as a threat to personal resources, may have an interest to dismiss 
government expenditures to improve the economic position of ethnic minorities.
A central theoretical debate on specific exclusionary reactions -  particularly with 
regard to ethnic policy -  involves the role of political-ideological motives and ethnic 
group perceptions (also see Schuman et al., 1997). The question is whether resistance 
to ethnic policy is based on genuine political concerns -  that also govern objections to 
non-ethnic policies -  or negative ethnic group perceptions. The view that non-ethnic 
political ideologies govern specific exclusionary reactions is most strongly articulated in 
the work of Sniderman and colleagues (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Sniderman &
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Piazza, 1993). These scholars point to the different levels of opposition across types of 
ethnic policy in the U.S. and conclude that these specific exclusionary reactions are 
dominated by political-ideological motives like economic conservatism.
A second key debate on specific exclusionary reactions is concerned with the 
explanation of resistance to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. The central theoretical 
question is whether opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods is driven by general 
opposition to ethnic minorities or, rather, by perceptions of ethnic class differences 
among dominant group members (e.g. Harris, 1999, 2001). Following the latter 
argument, resistance to the ethnic integration of one's neighbourhood may follow from 
(actual or perceived) ethnic group differences in socioeconomic status characteristics 
and associated differences in values and lifestyles (Jencks & Mayer, 1990; Harris, 1999,
2001).
1.4.3. Situational characteristics
In the previous sections we summarized what is known about broad patterns of general 
and specific exclusionary reactions -  in particular with regard to the differences between 
public opposition to principles of ethnic equality and the implementation of these 
principles. These empirical discrepancies were further qualified, and interpreted, in U.S. 
research on situational variations in specific exclusionary reactions. In this manner, 
research has shown that specific exclusionary reactions with regard to ethnic policy vary 
according to the way issues are presented or framed (e.g. Kinder & Sanders, 1990, 
1996; Nelson, 2004; Nelson & Kinder, 1996; Sniderman & Carmines, 1997). In addition, 
scholars found that specific exclusionary reactions with regard to ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods and schools are more widespread when substantial numbers of ethnic 
minorities are involved (Schuman et al., 1997).
Ethnic competition theory may be used for predicting effects of individual-level 
and contextual-level characteristics on ethnic exclusionism (Scheepers et al., 2002; 
Tolsma et al., 2008). In empirical research, Bobo and colleagues showed that the 
framework may also account for effects of situational characteristics. For instance, 
whites' greater opposition to policies targeted at blacks -  as compared to policies 
targeted at lower income groups, may partly be accounted for by whites' group interests 
(Bobo, 1983; Bobo & Kluegel, 1993). Thus, to explain the influence of situational 
characteristics on specific exclusionary reactions, we use the general framework of 
ethnic competition theory. Next to this general framework, we apply a framing theory of 
public opinion to investigate the degree to which individuals are receptive to reference 
frames (Nelson & Kinder, 1996; Zaller, 1992).
As the influence of media proliferates, public opinion on ethnic policies may 
increasingly be affected by the way political elites frame issues. The pivotal argument is
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that most people are ambivalent when it comes to policy preferences. Frames may help 
to overcome this ambivalence by declaring which considerations are relevant and 
important, and which should be given less attention (Nelson & Kinder, 1996). A framing 
effect occurs when a speaker's emphasis on potentially relevant considerations causes 
individuals to focus on these considerations when constructing their opinions 
(Druckman, 2001, 2004). As a consequence, citizens might alter the reasons they have 
for a certain position, or take up a different position (Druckman, 2001; Sniderman & 
Theriault, 2004). This does not necessarily imply that the majority of people lacks 
consistent attitudes (Converse, 1964), but that public opinions may vary across 
situations (Gamson & Modigliani 1989; Nelson & Kinder, 1996; Sniderman et al., 2004; 
Zaller, 1992).
1.4.4. Interactions between individual and situational characteristics
A review of situational studies on specific exclusionary reactions, as provided in this 
introductory chapter, reveals that situational factors may shape both the level and 
determinants of specific exclusionary reactions.
Empirical research has shown that reference frames substantially affect how 
people understand an ethnic issue (Kinder & Sanders, 1990, 1996; Nelson, 2004; 
Nelson & Kinder, 1996; Sniderman & Carmines, 1997). An illustration comes from a 
study by Kinder and Sanders (1996) on the role of reference frames in whites' opinion 
about ethnic policy. In this study, a similar ethnic policy was presented as either 
discrimination against whites or as an unfair advantage for blacks. The results showed 
that the influence of individual characteristics on whites' policy opinion varied according 
to the frame used. While ethnic stereotypes had a stronger effect under the unfair 
advantage frame, self-interest was a stronger motive among people who were 
presented with the 'reverse discrimination' frame (Kinder & Sanders, 1996). In response 
to these findings, the scholars concluded that self-interest may shape opposition to 
ethnic policy, but perhaps only when the issue is framed in such as way as to 
underscore the personal benefits and costs at stake. The pivotal question is how 
individual characteristics and situational characteristics like reference frames combine to 
shape specific exclusionary reactions -  this question is concerned with the possible 
interactions between the two factors (Sniderman et al., 2004).
On the basis of the general framework of ethnic competition theory, it is to be 
expected that particularly the influence of socioeconomic status characteristics like 
education and income may vary across situations (Scheepers et al., 2002). Following 
this framework, which starts from the perspective of less privileged individuals, the 
influence of individual characteristics, like education and income, on specific 
exclusionary reactions may be stronger in situations with higher levels of ethnic
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competition. The argument is that actual competition for scarce economic resources, but 
also perceived ethnic threat, may be more strongly prevalent among less privileged 
people who hold rather similar social positions to ethnic minorities. Thus, situations that 
imply an increase in the level of ethnic competition, may invoke stronger specific 
exclusionary reactions, particularly among less privileged people. However, in some 
instances specific exclusionary reactions are also present among more privileged 
people. For instance, the positive relation between educational attainment and 
opposition to ethnically mixed schools is weaker, tending to disappear, in situations 
where the proportion of ethnic minorities is large -  where dominant group members may 
no longer constitute a clear majority (Coenders et al., 2004; Schuman et al., 1997). The 
latter could mean that the generally tolerant position of highly educated is merely 
superficial (Jackman, 1978; Jackman & Muha, 1984). Interaction hypotheses for the 
combined effects of individual characteristics and situational characteristics will be 
further specified in the empirical chapters to come.
1.5. Research questions and outline of the book
We will now give an overview of the central research questions in the following empirical 
chapters. Each of the chapters is concerned with the combined effect of individual 
characteristics and situational features on specific exclusionary reactions. Part 1 deals 
with opposition to ethnic policy; Part 2 addresses opposition to ethnically-mixed 
neighbourhoods.
1.5.1. Part 1. ‘Opposition to ethnic policy’
Over the past few years, many European states -  including the Netherlands -  have 
been moving away from multicultural policies (Joppke, 2004; Vasta, 2007). The 
Netherlands is a particularly interesting case as it has shown an extreme turn on 
integration policy. Since the late 1970s and early 1980s, the Netherlands adopted an 
'ethnic minorities' policy'. Within this multicultural policy, the Netherlands institutionalized 
the rights to cultural and religious differences and funded ethnic minority communities 
for their own places of worship, media and schools (Vasta, 2007). By the late 1980s and 
early 1990s it became evident to policy-makers that the 'ethnic minorities' policy had not 
met its goals. In response, government policies benefitting ethnic minorities were 
replaced by more general 'integration policies' that focus on the socio-economic 
dimension of integration and target a broader category of economically disadvantaged 
people (Entzinger, 2003; Vasta, 2007). Today's integration policies come close to an 
ideology of assimilation in which ethnic minorities are expected to abandon their cultural 
identity and adopt the dominant way of life (Vasta, 2007). In Part 1 of this book, we turn
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to the public opinion on government policies benefitting ethnic minorities. The chapters 
of this part of the book address opinions on employment policy (Chapter 2) and 
government policies in the field of schooling (Chapter 3). Both chapters are concerned 
with the potential influence of political elites who, as part of the ongoing debate, try to 
impose their frame of reference as the dominant way of thinking.
Chapter 2, ‘Opposition to employment policy'
Previous U.S. research has shown that government policies are much more popular 
when they are designated for the poor than when they are exclusively aimed at ethnic 
minorities (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Kinder & Sanders, 1996). In this chapter, we turn to 
government policies in the field of employment and question whether opposition to such 
policies is reduced under issue frames that direct attention to class differences, rather 
than ethnic inequalities. The distinction examined is between public opinion on 
government assistance targeted at ethnic minorities in particular as against assistance 
targeted at lower income groups, in general.
The empirical differences in public opposition to ethnic and income policy have 
led to wide disagreement concerning the best theoretical interpretation - in particular 
with regard to the roles of political-ideological motives and ethnic group perceptions 
(Schuman et al., 1997). The basic question is whether opposition to ethnic policy is 
based on genuine political concerns -  that also govern objections to non-ethnic policies
-  or on negative ethnic group perceptions. In this chapter, we simultaneously consider 
the effects of self-interest, perceived collective threat from ethnic minorities, and political 
ideology to assess their relative importance in opposition to ethnic policy. In addition, we 
examine the extent to which the influence of these factors varies due to the policy's 
beneficiaries. The latter shows whether ethnic policy makes factors salient that do not 
account for income policy. Specifically, it may show to what extent even opposition to 
general income policies -  not specifically targeted at ethnic minorities -  may still be 
affected by attitudes towards ethnic minorities.
Finally, the chapter addresses theoretical notions regarding the contingent nature 
of opposition to ethnic and income policy by examining the degree to which the effects 
of negative ethnic group perceptions (perceived threat from ethnic minorities) and 
political ideology vary with people's level of education (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; 
Sniderman & Piazza, 1993). The research questions of this chapter read:
Research questions of chapter 2:
1. To what extent do variations in target group (ethnic versus income) affect the
level of opposition to employment policy?
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2. To what extent are differences in the level of opposition to employment policy 
related to (2a) independent individual socio-demographic characteristics and (2b) 
intervening factors like ethnic group perceptions?
3. To what extent do the independent individual determinants of opposition to 
employment policy vary with the policy's target group (ethnic minorities versus 
lower income groups)?
Chapter 3, ‘Opposition to ethnic school policy’
Research has shown that ethnic policy opinions are influenced by the way policy issues 
are framed (e.g. Kinder & Sanders, 1996). Frames are constructions of an issue; they 
define the essence of a problem and suggest how to think about it (Entman, 1993; 
Gamson & Modigliani, 1989; Nelson & Kinder, 1996). This chapter turns to the issue of 
ethnic school policy. Previous research has shown that group interests have a 
substantial effect on people's opposition to ethnic policy -  which is consistent with our 
general framework of ethnic competition theory (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993). In this chapter, 
we further pursue the role of group interests by examining whether opposition to ethnic 
school policy is affected by issue frames that emphasize in-group costs or out-group 
benefits.
Unlike most previous studies on framing, we examine whether opposition to 
ethnic school policy still hinges on issue frames when presented with both cost and 
benefit frames at once. In doing so, we seek to provide new insights in the extent to 
which counter-framing moderates the impact of framing on opposition to ethnic policy. 
To explain opposition to ethnic school policy, we simultaneously consider the roles of 
education, self-interest, political ideology and perceived ethnic threat. As frames may 
have a profound effect on how people understand an ethnic issue, we compare the 
influences of these factors across unframed, single and dual frame conditions. The 
research questions of this chapter read:
Research questions of chapter 3:
4. To what extent do variations in issue framing (in-group costs versus out-group 
benefits) affect the level of opposition to ethnic school policy?
5. To what extent are differences in the level of opposition to ethnic school policy 
related to (5a) independent individual socio-demographic characteristics and (5b) 
intervening factors like ethnic group perceptions?
6. To what extent do the independent individual determinants of opposition to ethnic 
school policy vary with the way the policy is framed (in-group costs versus out­
group benefits)?
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1.5.2. Part 2. ‘Opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods'
In the Netherlands, ethnic minorities are highly concentrated in some older 
neighbourhoods of the urban centres in the western part of the country (Zorlu & Latten, 
2008).5 In Part 2 of this book we investigate the relation between neighbourhood 
composition and opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods among Dutch majority 
members. The question is how people themselves would feel or act in neighbourhoods 
that involve various degrees of ethnic integration. We examine the influence of two 
aspects of neighbourhood composition: the educational status and the relative size of 
the resident ethnic minority group.
Chapter 4, ‘Neighbourhood composition and discomfort'
This chapter addresses the relation between neighbourhood composition and feelings of 
discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. Consistent with ethnic competition 
theory, previous research among white Americans in the U.S. has shown that feelings of 
discomfort increase with a larger share of black residents in the neighbourhood (e.g. 
Farley, Schuman, Bianchi, Colasanto & Hatchett, 1978; Farley et al., 1994). There is, 
however, considerable debate about the origins of discomfort with ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods. Some state that discomfort results from negative attitudes towards 
ethnic minorities (Bobo & Zubrynski, 1996; Charles, 2000; Krysan, 2002). Others argue 
that it is not the ethnic composition as such, but rather the relatively low status 
characteristics associated with ethnic minorities or ethnically mixed neighbourhoods 
(Clark 1986, 1988; Ellen 2000; Leven, James, Little, Nourse & Read, 1976; Taub, Taylor 
& Dunham, 1984).
In this study, we examine the independent effects of the size and the educational 
status of the resident ethnic minority group on people's feelings of discomfort with 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. To explain feelings of discomfort, we simultaneously 
consider the roles of self-interest, perceptions of ethnic class differences, ethnic 
stereotypes and perceived ethnic threat; four theoretical interpretations that garnered 
significant attention in this line of research. Situational factors such as relative ethnic 
group size may have a profound effect on the effects of individual level determinants like 
educational attainment (Coenders et al., 2004; Schuman et al., 1997). Accordingly, we 
also study the combined effects of the independent individual characteristics and 
neighbourhood composition; that is, the extent to which the effects of the individual 
characteristics on opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods vary according to the 
size and the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group. The research 
questions of this chapter read:
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Research questions of chapter 4:
7. To what extent do variations in neighbourhood composition (with regard to the 
relative group size and the educational status of the resident ethnic minority 
group) affect the level of discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods?
8. To what extent are differences in the level of discomfort with ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods related to (8a) independent individual socio-demographic 
characteristics and (8b) intervening factors like ethnic group perceptions?
9. To what extent do the independent individual determinants of discomfort vary with 
neighbourhood composition (i.e. the relative group size and the educational 
status of the resident ethnic minority group)?
Chapter 5, ‘Neighbourhood composition and white flight'
This chapter turns to the relation between neighbourhood composition and flight 
intentions. In U .S. research, persisting patterns of ethnic residential segregation have 
been linked to white flight; whites' selective migration from neighbourhoods with more 
than a few ethnic minority residents (Crowder, 2000; Quillian, 2002; Schelling, 1971, 
1972; South & Crowder, 1998). In this chapter, we examine to what extent flight 
intentions vary with neighbourhood composition: the relative size and the educational 
status of the resident ethnic minority group. In addition, we examine the extent to which 
neighbourhood composition conditions the relation between individual level 
characteristics and flight intentions. The explanatory framework builds upon the former 
chapter and involves self-interest, perceptions of ethnic class differences, ethnic 
stereotypes and perceived ethnic threat. The research questions of this chapter read:
Research questions of chapter 5:
10. To what extent do variations in neighbourhood composition (with regard to the 
relative group size and the educational status of the resident ethnic minority 
group) affect flight intentions?
11. To what extent are differences in flight intentions related to (11a) independent 
individual socio-demographic characteristics and (11b) intervening factors like 
ethnic group perceptions?
12. To what extent do the independent individual determinants of flight intentions vary 
with neighbourhood composition (i.e. the relative group size and the educational 
status of the resident ethnic minority group)?
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Chapter 6, 'Conclusions’
The final chapter of this book summarizes the findings of the preceding chapters and 
turns back to the research questions in this introduction. In addition, we discuss the 
implications of our study and suggest directions for future research. Figure 1.1 shows 
the general model to explain specific exclusionary reactions and the situational 
variations therein.
Figure 1.1 General model to explain specific ethnic exclusionary reactions (numbers indicate research 
questions)
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1.6. Survey-based experiments
1.6.1. Internal and external validity
To answer the research questions on specific ethnic exclusionary reactions, 
methodological progress is made by the use of survey-based experiments. While 
several U.S. studies on ethnic exclusionism have used survey-based experiments, there 
have been fewer applications in the European context.
Piazza and Sniderman (1998) compare the strength and limitations of survey 
research and randomised experiments. They argue that survey research, through its use 
of probability sampling, is particularly useful to make inferences about the prevalence of 
certain characteristics of the population. In contrast, randomised experiments are ideal 
for mapping variation across situations: If some characteristic of a situation is varied at 
random, and an effect is found, it is not difficult to argue that the effect must have been 
due to the characteristic that was varied. But, Piazza and Sniderman also state that 
most experiments conducted by social scientists do not involve random samples from a 
population. It is therefore difficult to assert that the effect found in the experiment would 
also hold true in the population of interest. Albeit experimenters have tried to control for 
potentially confounding variables, the experimental method would certainly benefit from 
good survey samples.
Survey-based experiments combine the internal validity of random experiments 
with the external validity of the random sample survey. And, through the use of 
Computer-Assisted-Interviewing (CATI, CAPI, CASI), they are easy to implement. 
Survey experiments are particularly helpful to make inferences about causal relations. 
Statistical analyses of cross-sectional data may fall short in this respect -  specific 
problems include collinearity and selection bias (Gaines, Kuklinski & Quirk, 2007). For 
illustrative purposes, we discuss these methodological challenges in relation to research 
on opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods.
A central question in this line of research is whether objections to ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods are due to the ethnic neighbourhood composition as such, or to lower 
socioeconomic status characteristics associated with ethnic minorities (e.g. Harris, 1999,
2001). It has been difficult to assess whether ethnicity really matters because 
neighbourhoods with a larger share of ethnic minority residents generally also show 
higher concentrations of social disadvantages and poverty, leading to collinearity 
problems (Emerson, Chai & Yancey, 2001). Scholars have used behavioural data on 
residential mobility patterns to infer people's attitudes towards ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods (Crowder 2000; Quillian, 2002; South and Crowder 2002). But, as some 
neighbourhood combinations rarely exist (e.g. upper class neighbourhoods with a high
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level of ethnic segregation), it is difficult to fully control for factors associated with 
ethnicity.
An alternative approach uses current neighbourhood satisfaction as a dependent 
variable and includes among its independent variables both the ethnic neighbourhood 
composition and indicators of social class (e.g. Stipak & Hensler, 1983; Harris, 2001). 
These U.S. studies showed that differences in neighbourhood social class 
characteristics explain much of the negative effect of ethnic neighbourhood composition 
on neighbourhood satisfaction. Several problems may, however, arise from the use of 
such data. Perhaps most important, the effect of ethnic neighbourhood composition may 
be underestimated because of self-selection. People, who do care about ethnic 
neighbourhood composition, may self-select into neighbourhoods with no more than a 
few ethnic minority residents. For instance, large percentages of ethnic minorities in a 
neighbourhood may induce highly prejudiced people to leave the neighbourhood 
(Wagner, Christ, Pettigrew, Stellmacher & Wolf, 2006).
To move forward in this scholarly debate, survey-based experiments are helpful 
to disentangle the effects of ethnicity and socioeconomic status on ethnic residential 
attitudes. This method provides the opportunity to vary the neighbourhood's 
socioeconomic status characteristics, independently from the neighbourhood's ethnic 
composition, and allows both types of indicators to serve as independent variables in the 
statistical analyses (Emerson et al., 2001).
Throughout the book, we use within-subject and between-subjects designs 
incorporated in a national representative survey to study the situational variations in 
people's specific exclusionary reactions. Between-subjects designs are used in all 
empirical chapters. They have the following basic form: respondents are presented with 
a question that differs in one or more randomized aspects across respondents. Thus, 
one group of respondents is presented with one version of a question and the other 
groups with the other version(s) of the question. If the response differs between groups 
to a degree that is statistically significant, one can argue that the difference in response 
is due to the variation in question versions (Piazza & Sniderman, 1998). Aspects of 
question versions that are randomly varied in this book are target group (Chapter 1), 
issue frame (Chapter 2) and educational status of the resident ethnic minority group 
(Chapters 3 & 4).
Within-subject designs are only used in the empirical chapters on opposition to 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. In this design the same measure is collected multiple 
times for each respondent, but under different situational conditions. For the study on 
opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods (Chapters 3 & 4), this involves repeated 
measures of feelings of discomfort and flight intentions, under various proportions of 
ethnic minority residents. This method does not involve randomized question versions, 
and is, as such, not considered to be a 'survey-experiment' Table 1.1 provides an
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overview of the empirical chapters, the methodological design and the type of analyses 
used in the different chapters.
Table 1.1 Overview of empirical chapters
Chapter Dependent variable Methodological design Type of analysis
Part 1. The effects of target group and issue frame on opposition to ethnic policy
Chapter 2 Opposition to ethnic-and Between-subjects Logistic Regression
income-targeted employment design in survey
policy
Chapter 3 Opposition to ethnic school Between-subjects Linear Regression
policy design in survey
Part 2. The effect of neighbourhood composition on opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods
Chapter 4 Discomfort with ethnically Within- and between- Growth curve models
mixed neighbourhoods subjects design in
survey
Chapter 5 Flight intentions from Within- and between- Event history models
ethnically mixed subjects design in
neighbourhoods survey
1.6.2. Survey-based experiments in the research program ‘Social and Cultural 
Developments in the Netherlands'
To answer the research questions addressed in this introductory chapter we make use 
of cross-sectional survey data collected in the research program 'Social and Cultural 
Developments in the Netherlands' (SOCON). In this research program developments in 
Dutch society are monitored among relatively large samples of the Dutch population.
Most of the experiments presented were part of SO CO N  2005 (Eisinga, De Graaf, 
Levels, Need, Scheepers, 2011). This survey consisted of a probability sample of 
households, drawing on addresses from the national post as the sampling frame. Face- 
to-face interviews were conducted in 2005-2006 with a randomly selected resident (18 
to 70 years-of-age) of each sampled household (response rate of 56 percent). 
Compared to the overall low response rate in Dutch surveys, this response rate is 
relatively high. The sample included random samples of 1,199 native Dutch and 107 
western migrants. The distribution of sample characteristics on key social background 
characteristics such as gender, age, region, and degree of urbanization, closely 
resembled the population distribution.
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To answer the research questions of chapter 3, we also use survey data from 
2000 (SO CO N  2000: Eisinga et al., 2002). This sample was composed by a two-stage 
stratified random sampling procedure. In the first stage, municipalities were selected 
from all four regions of the country together with the larger cities. In the second stage, a 
random sample was drawn of people between 18 and 70 years-of-age within the 
municipalities (on the basis of the population registers). The selected people received an 
introduction letter after which they were approached for an interview with trained 
interviewees. The response rate was (43.7%; N = 1008). This sample showed a small 
under-representation of younger people, but no deviation in terms of gender or marital 
status.
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Notes chapter 1
1 The Dutch majority group is the dominant ethnic group in terms of political power and economic 
resources. In most European countries, including the Netherlands, the majority group is the indigenous 
ethnic group.
2 From the perspective of the Dutch majority group, the four largest ethnic out-groups are Turks, 
Moroccans, Surinamese and Antilleans: they make up 7% of the total population (van Agtmaal-Wobma & 
Nicolaas, 2009). Turks and Moroccans are predominantly Muslim. The first generation of Turkish and 
Moroccan immigrants arrived as labor migrants in the sixties and seventies. Surinam and the Dutch 
Antilles were part of the Dutch colonial empire.
3 A comparable distinction between general and specific, or applied, dimensions of ethnic exclusionism 
has been suggested by Jackman (1978) and Schuman et al. (1997). The specific dimension of ethnic 
exclusionism deals with opposition to the wider implementation of abstract principles of ethnic equality. 
This ‘implementation' may be on a political level through government policies, but may also be thought of 
in terms of personal acceptance of some degree of ethnic integration -  for instance, of one's 
neighbourhood or the school of one's children (Schuman et al., 1997).
4 These are questions that ask respondents whether they endorse broad principles of non-discrimination 
and desegregation in various areas of life -  e.g. black peoples' rights to live in the same neighbourhoods 
as white people, black students' rights to go to the same schools as white people, equal job opportunities 
for black and white people. These questions are distinct from specific issues that are concerned with the 
implementation of ethnic equality on a personal or on a political level.
5 Ethnic residential segregation is substantial across European cities. However, levels of segregation are 
not as high as those between blacks and whites in the U.S.; they are much more similar to those 
observed between whites and Hispanics in the U.S. (Musterd, 2005; Semyonov & Glikman, 2009). Ethnic 
residential segregation refers to the phenomenon that ethnic groups are not equally divided across areas, 
e.g. neighbourhoods (Massey & Denton, 1988; Musterd & Ostendorf, 2009). The phenomenon is related 
to neighbourhood ethnic concentration. If a neighbourhood displays an overrepresentation of a certain 
ethnic group, it is referred to as a concentration area for that group.
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Part 1
The effects of target-group 
and issue frame on opposition 
to ethnic policy

2. Opposition to employment policy: attitudes towards ethnic 
and income policy1
2.1. Introduction
Since the mid-nineties the Dutch government officially moved away from a policy 
towards ethnic minorities that is commonly associated with multiculturalism (e.g. Joppke, 
2004; Vasta, 2007). A similar retreat has occurred among other traditional bearers of 
European multiculturalism such as Britain and Sweden. In the Netherlands this move 
was motivated by a public and policy discourse about the lack of integration among 
ethnic minorities (e.g. Vasta 2007). In response, new integration policies were issued 
that focus on the socio-economic dimension of integration and target a broader category 
of economically disadvantaged people, irrespective of ethnic background (Entzinger,
2003). In this chapter, we compare the attitudes of Dutch majority members towards 
employment policies targeted at, specifically, ethnic minorities versus, more broadly, 
disadvantaged people (further abbreviated as ‘ethnic policy' and ‘income policy').1 This 
issue is of particular relevance because it sheds light on the extent to which ethnic- 
targeting generates public opposition to government policies to assist ethnic minorities 
on the job market.
Previous research in the U.S. showed that ethnic policies are more strongly 
opposed to than income policies (Bobo & Kluegel 1993, see also Sidanius, Singh, Hetts 
& Federico, 2000; Sniderman & Carmines, 1997). Different explanations have emerged. 
An explanation based on self-interest maintains that majority members oppose to 
policies from which they do not benefit or that may impose threats to personal well-being 
(Citrin & Green, 1990; Sears & Funk 1991; Sears & Kinder, 1985). A related explanation 
contends that competition between members of ethnic groups, real or observed, 
increases opposition to government policies exclusively designated for ethnic minorities 
(e.g. Bobo, 2000; also see Scheepers et al., 2002). Finally, a third explanation reads 
that opposition to ethnic policies is driven by seemingly 'ethnic-neutral' political concerns
-  concerns that are not necessarily restricted to ethnic policy issues (Sniderman & 
Carmines, 1997; Sniderman & Piazza, 1993).
The theoretical and empirical contribution of the present research to this literature 
is four-fold. First, taking advantage of a split-ballot design, we examine the effect of the
f A different version of this chapter has been published in the Jaarboek MarktOnderzoekAssociatie [The 
Yearbook of the Market Research Association] (Van Londen, Coenders, & Scheepers, 2010). A previous 
draft of this chapter has been presented at the Conference of the European Survey Research Association 
(ESRA), Warsaw (June 2009).
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policy's beneficiaries on public opposition to employment policy. Second, we derive and 
test complementary and opposing hypotheses on public opposition to ethnic and income 
policy from the above theoretical accounts. In multivariate analyses, we simultaneously 
consider the roles of ethnic competition, self-interest and political ideology to assess 
their relative importance in explaining opposition to ethnic and income policies. Third, we 
examine the extent to which the influence of these factors varies due to the policy's 
beneficiaries. The latter will show whether ethnic policy makes factors salient that do not 
account for income policy. Finally, we test theoretical notions regarding the contingent 
nature of opposition to ethnic and income policy by examining the degree to which the 
effects of negative ethnic group perceptions and political ideology vary with educational 
attainment (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Sniderman & Piazza, 1993).
The chapter addresses the following research questions: (1): To what extent do 
variations in target group (ethnic versus income) affect the level of opposition to 
employment policy? (2): To what extent are differences in the level of opposition to 
employment policy related to (2a) independent individual socio-demographic 
characteristics and (2b) intervening individual factors? (3): To what extent do the 
independent individual determinants of opposition to employment policy vary with the 
policy's target group? (4): To what extent do the effects of ethnic group perceptions and 
political ideology vary with individual's level of educational attainment?
A comparison of the level and determinants of public opposition to parallel ethnic 
and income policy shows to what extent shifting from an ethnic-targeted policy to an 
ethnic-neutral policy can raise the level and widen the social bases of public support for 
policies. However, due to immigration and socio-economic disparities between ethnic 
groups, ethnic minorities and immigrants account for a disproportionate number of 
disadvantaged people in the Netherlands, as well as in other immigration countries 
(Dagevos, 2009; Gijsberts & Herweijer, 2009). To the extent that the general public 
associates income policies with ethnic minority recipients, negative perceptions of ethnic 
minorities may also affect opposition to income policy (Gilens, 1999).
2.2. Theories and hypotheses
2.2.1. Situational characteristics: target group
Previous longitudinal research among the U.S. public has shown an important 
theoretical paradox: while support for principles of ethnic equality has strongly risen, 
support for the implementation of such policies remains much lower (e.g. Schuman et 
al., 1997). Much research has been devoted to accounting for the persistent low levels 
of support for ethnic policies (e.g. Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Kinder & Sanders, 1996; 
Sidanius et al. 2000; Sniderman & Carmines, 1997). These studies have shown that
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government policies are much more popular when they are designated for the poor than 
when they are exclusively aimed at ethnic minorities. In the present study the focus is on 
the policy attitudes of Dutch majority members. Given the recent political changes in the 
Netherlands, and building upon previous U.S. research, it is expected that public 
opposition to employment policy is more widespread when the policy is exclusively 
aimed at ethnic minorities, as compared to an otherwise similar policy designated for 
disadvantaged people (H1).
2.2.2. Individual-level characteristics
Ongoing scholarly debate points to one overarching question (e.g. Schuman et al., 
1997): is opposition to ethnic policies based on 'ethnic-neutral' political concerns or do 
ethnic policy attitudes reflect negative perceptions of ethnic minorities and resistance 
towards further ethnic equality? In this chapter, we derive and test complementary and 
rival hypotheses from central theoretical explanations of ethnic policy attitudes: ethnic 
competition theory, self-interest theory and 'non-ethnic' political principles. We consider 
self-interest theory and ethnic competition theory to be complementary because both 
theoretical approaches emphasize the role of perceived threats from ethnic minorities in 
opposition to ethnic policy, albeit self-interest scholars situate these threats on the 
individual level.
Ethnic competition
The framework of ethnic competition theory contends that social categories holding 
rather similar social positions to ethnic minorities may experience higher levels of ethnic 
competition, and therefore display stronger exclusionary reactions (e.g. Scheepers et 
al., 2002). Given the generally weak socio-economic status of ethnic minorities 
(Dagevos, 2009; Gijsberts & Herweijer, 2009), actual or perceived competition may be 
stronger among majority members with a lower socioeconomic status. This proposition 
is related to self-interest theory (e.g. Sears & Funk, 1991), which contends that ethnic 
exclusionism is the outcome of a perceived threat to personal well-being. Following 
ethnic competition theory, we expect that opposition to ethnic policy is more widespread 
among those who are less educated (H2a) and people with a lower income (H3a), as 
compared to majority members of higher socioeconomic status.2 In contrast, majority 
members of lower socioeconomic status may perceive income policy as an opportunity 
to enter (or stay) on the job market, rather than an additional source of competition. 
Therefore, we hypothesize that opposition to income policy is less widespread among 
less educated (H2b) and those with a lower income (H3b), as compared to majority 
members of higher socioeconomic status (also see Bobo & Kluegel, 1993).
45
Chapter 2
A general proposition from ethnic competition theory is that ethnic competition 
induces ethnic exclusionary reactions by provoking threats to majority's claim over 
valued resources (Blalock, 1967; Blumer, 1958; Bobo, 1999; Coser, 1956; Levine & 
Campbell, 1972; Olzak, 1992; Quillian, 1995; Scheepers et al., 2002; Sherif & Sherif, 
1979). Following this framework, opposition to ethnic policy reflects a perceived threat to 
majority's collective resources and group interests (e.g. Bobo, 2000; Scheepers et al.,
2002). In the European context, research has found a positive relation between 
perceived collective threat from ethnic minorities and opposition to civil rights for legal 
migrants (Scheepers et al., 2002). Following ethnic competition theory we expect that 
opposition to ethnic policy is more widespread among majority members who perceive a 
collective threat from ethnic minorities (H4a). To the extent that the general public 
associates income policies with ethnic minority recipients, perceptions of collective 
ethnic threat may also be positively related to opposition to income policy. But, it is 
expected that perceived collective ethnic threat has a stronger positive effect on public 
opposition to ethnic policy, as compared to its relation with public opposition to income 
policy (H4b).
Self-interest
Self-interest is often defined as tangible losses or gains to an individual or his or her 
immediate family (Kinder & Sears, 1981; Sears & Funk, 1991; Sears & Kinder, 1985). 
From this account, the effects of objective personal or family characteristics on ethnic 
policy attitudes have been taken to reflect the individual's private interests. We provide a 
more extensive test of self-interest-theory by also including subjective indicators of self­
interest.
In the context of employment policy, self-interest may be indicated by individual 
conditions and perceptions that directly link the individual's policy opinion to his or her 
short-term material interests. From this perspective, personal unemployment should be 
associated with opposition to ethnic policy. Unemployed majority members have an 
interest in dismissing employment policies exclusively aimed at ethnic minorities. 
Accordingly, it is to be expected that unemployed majority members are more likely to 
oppose ethnic policy than those who are employed (H5a). In contrast, unemployed 
majority members may benefit from employment policies designated for disadvantaged 
people. Accordingly, on the basis of self-interest, we expect that unemployed majority 
members are less likely to oppose income policy than those who are employed (H5b).
Subjective indicators of self-interest could also be related to opposition to ethnic 
policy (Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Sears & Funk, 1991). In line with our argument for 
personal unemployment, we expect that opposition to ethnic policy is more widespread 
among those who experience higher levels of status anxiety (H6a). The subjective
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indicator of self-interest that should be most likely related to opposition to ethnic policy is 
perceived personal threat from ethnic minorities. People who endorse these perceptions 
directly attribute their personal hardship to ethnic minorities. Accordingly, we expect that 
majority members, who experience more personal threat from ethnic minorities, express 
more opposition to ethnic policy (H7a).
With respect to the subjective indicators of self-interest, we hypothesize that 
majority members, who experience higher levels of status anxiety, show less opposition 
to income policy (H6b). To the extent that income policies have come to be associated 
with ethnic minority recipients, perceived personal threat from ethnic minorities may also 
induce a dislike for income policies. However, it is expected that perceived personal 
threat has a stronger positive effect on public opposition to ethnic policy, as compared to 
its effect on opposition to income policy (H7b). To summarise, on the basis of self­
interest, a shift from ethnic to income policy should reduce the level of opposition to 
employment policy particularly among those who are unemployed, people who perceive 
more status threat and those who perceive more personal threat from ethnic minorities.
Political ideology
In contrast to the previous accounts, Sniderman and colleagues (Sniderman & 
Carmines, 1997; Sniderman & Piazza 1993) argued that it is not so much the policy's 
target group that determines ethnic policy preferences, but rather the political values and 
ideologies that citizens endorse. In their view, opposition to government policies is 
defined more by its unique politics; the goal and field of implementation. Following 
Sniderman and colleagues, especially economic conservatism should be a crucial 
determinant of opposition to employment policy. In the economic domain, conservative 
ideology reflects an opposition to equality of income, property and status (e.g. 
Kossowska & Van Hiel, 2003; Middendorp, 1978; Scheepers, Peters & Felling, 2000; 
Scheepers, Te Grotenhuis & Bosch, 1999). People who hold a conservative stance will 
uniformly oppose to employment policy, regardless of the policy's beneficiaries, since 
their opposition is grounded in political principles, rather than in ethnic attitudes 
(Sniderman & Carmines, 1997). Following the ideology account, we expect that majority 
members, holding a more conservative stance towards levelling, show more opposition 
to ethnic (H8a) and income policy (H8b). More specifically, we expect that the (positive) 
effect of economic conservatism on employment policy does not vary with the policy's 
target group.
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2.2.3. Different explanations for lower and higher educated?
Although Sniderman and colleagues emphasize the importance of political ideology for 
ethnic policy attitudes, they do not suggest that opposition to ethnic policies is 
completely independent of ethnic attitudes. They rather argue that relationships of this 
sort are more likely to be found among the poorly educated (Sniderman & Piazza, 
1993). More specifically, they state that political ideology accounts for the policy 
preferences of the citizens who are best equipped to understand abstract ideas and 
principles. In contrast, effects of ethnic attitudes should be stronger related to the policy 
preferences of the lower educated. For lower educated, it is argued, it is more difficult to 
grasp the meaning of abstract political principles. Thus, their opinions on ethnic policies 
are grounded in their attitudes towards the policies' beneficiaries. Higher educated have 
a better understanding of politics and are more likely to base their opinion on political 
principles. At the same time they are more aware of tolerant norms and values.
However, in U.S. research these hypotheses were rejected in multivariate tests 
(Bobo, 2000; Sears, Van Laar, Carillo & Kosterman, 1997). But, these studies did not 
include a parallel, non-ethnic policy. This is unfortunate because scholars have argued 
that the conservative stance of higher educated towards ethnic minority policy reflects a 
strong ethnic bias (Federico & Sidanius, 2002; Sidanius, Pratto & Bobo, 1996; Sidanius 
et al., 2000). They argue that the ethnic policy preferences of higher educated majority 
members are grounded in a desire to maintain relative in-group dominance. We 
formulate the following conditional hypotheses: economic conservatism has a stronger 
(positive) effect on opposition to ethnic (H9a) and income policy (H9b) among the higher 
educated. In contrast, perceived personal threat from ethnic minorities has a stronger 
(positive) effect on opposition to ethnic (H10a) and income policy (H10b) among the 
lower educated. Likewise, the effect of perceived group threat from ethnic minorities on 
ethnic (H11a) and income policy (H11b) is stronger among the lower educated. Table 
2.1 presents an overview of the hypotheses.
48
Opposition to employment policy: attitudes towards ethnic and income policy 
Table 2.1 Overview of hypotheses: expected relations with opposition to ethnic policy and income policy
Hypotheses
Ethnic Income
policy (A) policy (B)
Ethnic competition
(H2) Education - +
(H3) Income - +
(H4) Perceived collective ethnic threat ++ +
Self-interest
(H5) Unemployed + -
(H6) Status anxiety + -
(H7) Perceived personal ethnic threat ++ +
Political ideology
(H8) Conservatism + +
Interactions
(H9) Conservatism*education + +
(H10) Perceived personal ethnic threat*education - -
(H11) Perceived collective ethnic threat*education - -
Note: + positive relationship, ++ stronger positive relationship with ethnic policy than with income policy, - 
negative relationship
2.3. Data and methods
2.3.1. Design of the study
The experiment we present was carried out as part of round 2005 of the Dutch, cross­
sectional survey 'Social and Cultural Developments in the Netherlands' (SOCON: 
Eisinga et al., 2011). SO CO N  2005 consisted of a probability sample of households, 
drawing on addresses from the national post company as the sampling frame. Face-to- 
face interviews were conducted in 2005-2006 with a randomly selected resident (18 to 
70 years old) of each sampled household (response rate of 56%). The final sample 
consisted of 1,375 respondents, including random samples of 1,199 native Dutch and 
107 western migrants. In the group of western migrants, a majority had parents who 
were born in another European country (68%). Other western migrants had at least one 
parent who was born in Indonesia (29%) or North-America (3%).3 The distribution of 
sample characteristics on key social background characteristics such as gender, age, 
region, and degree of urbanization, closely resembled the population distribution.
To examine the extent to which attitudes towards employment policy vary with the 
policy's target group, we implemented a split-ballot design (Gaines et al., 2007) in this 
national survey. This research design combines the internal validity of the experiment 
with the external validity of survey research (Piazza, Sniderman & Tetlock, 1989).
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Respondents were randomly assigned to one of two question versions: half of the 
respondents were presented with a question on ethnic-targeted employment policy, the 
other half were presented with an otherwise identical question on income-targeted 
policy. Since the random assignment is uncorrelated with respondents' characteristics, 
differences in response can not be confounded with factors such as education and may 
be ascribed to variation in target group.4 By embedding the experiment in a large-scale 
national survey, we also retain the ability to generalize the results to the Dutch 
population at large. Table 2.2 shows the split-ballot design of the experiment.
Table 2.2 Split-ballot design of the target group experiment
Opposition to employment policy 
Ethnic question version Income question version
The next question is about the proper way to The next question is about the proper way to
handle unemployment among ethnic minorities. handle unemployment.
Ethnic minorities in the Netherlands are more often 
unemployed than members of the ethnic Dutch 
majority. A possible policy solution would be to 
offer compensatory training to ethnic minorities.
People in poor neighbourhoods are more often 
unemployed than other people. A possible policy 
solution would be to offer compensatory training to 
people in poor neighbourhoods.
To what extent do you agree or disagree with this
policy solution? To what extent do you agree or disagree with this
policy solution?
2.3.2. Measurements
Opposition to ethnic-targeted or income-targeted employment policy was indicated on a 
four-point scale, ranging from ‘agree entirely' to ‘do not agree at all'. The distributions of 
these ordinal scales were skewed: nearly 90 per cent of the respondents answered 
'agree' or 'agree entirely'. Due to this strong deviation from normality, we dichotomized 
opposition to ethnic/income policies in the analyses. The dependent variables were 
coded (0) if respondents supported ethnic/income policies and (1) if respondents 
opposed to ethnic/income policies.
As indicators of ethnic competition we included level of education, income and 
perceived collective ethnic threat. Education was measured as the highest level of 
education completed, ranging from (1) primary education to (7) university degree or 
higher. Income was measured as the gross monthly household income divided into 
several ordered categories. We constructed an interval variable based on the median
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values of these categories. In a next step these values were recoded using the O ECD - 
modified scale (Hagenaars, De Vos & Ashgar Zaidi, 1994). This modified scale for 
household income assigns a weight of 1 to the household head, 0.5 to each additional 
adult member and 0.3 to each child. Perceived collective ethnic threat was measured 
with five-point Likert scale items ranging from 'totally agree' to 'totally disagree'. A mean 
score was calculated on the basis of four items referring to different sources (cultural 
and material) of collective ethnic threat: ‘The arrival of ethnic minorities in the 
Netherlands is a threat to our own culture'; ‘In the allocation of houses, ethnic minorities 
get a turn before Dutch people'; ‘One day, Dutch people will be fired in order to hire 
ethnic minorities'; ‘Children of ethnic minorities receive their education at the expense of 
Dutch children' (alpha = .79). Higher scores on the scale indicate higher levels of 
collective ethnic threat.
As indicators of self-interest we included employment status, status anxiety and 
perceived personal ethnic threat. With regard to employment status, we distinguished 
those who work from the unemployed. In addition we differentiated the unemployed from 
people on long-term benefits (pensioners and disabled people), housekeepers and 
students. Although the number of unemployed respondents was very small, we included 
them as a separate category to be able to discuss the direction of the effects. The 
variables status anxiety and perceived personal ethnic threat were measured with five- 
point Likert scale items ranging from 'totally agree' to 'totally disagree'. Status anxiety 
was measured by the mean score of three items (Cronbach's alpha = .74): ‘I will be able 
to afford less over the next years'; ‘I sometimes lie awake because of my financial 
situation' and ‘I have to adjust my current lifestyle over the next years'. Higher scores 
indicate higher levels of status anxiety. Perceived personal ethnic threat was measured 
by the mean score of two items (alpha = .67): ‘I sometimes worry that my neighbourhood 
will decline due to the arrival of ethnic minorities'; ‘I sometimes worry that my financial 
prospects will decline due to the presence of ethnic minorities'. A higher score indicates 
a higher level of perceived personal ethnic threat.
As indicator of political ideology we included economic conservatism, i.e. a 
conservative attitude towards levelling of the stratification order (Middendorp, 1978; 
Scheepers et al., 1999; Scheepers et al., 2000). Respondents were presented with two 
five-point Likert scale items: ‘Workers still have to struggle for equality' and ‘Class 
differences ought to be smaller'. A third item read ‘Do you prefer income differences to 
be bigger or smaller, or should they remain the same?' The three answer categories of 
the latter item were: 'should become larger / should remain the same / should become 
smaller'. They were assigned the values 1, 3 and 5 respectively, in order to compute the 
mean score of the three items (alpha = .67). A higher score reflects more resistance to 
income levelling.
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Following ethnic competition theory, the percentage of minorities in the 
neighbourhood may increase opposition to ethnic policy among Dutch majority members 
(Tolsma et al., 2008). At the same time, residing in a lower income neighbourhood may 
increase support for income policy. To control for these neighbourhood effects we 
included the percentage of non-western minorities and the average gross monthly 
income on the five-digit postal code leve (Statistics Netherlands, 2004; Völker, Flap & 
Lindenberg, 2007). Missing values were replaced by the aggregate values on the four­
digit postal code level. In the analyses, both neighbourhood characteristics were 
included as individual level variables, as the mean number of respondents clustered 
under the five-digit postal code was 1. Finally, gender and age were included as control 
variables. The distributions of the independent variables are reported in Appendix 2A.
2.3.3. Strategy of analyses
In order to avoid a small effective sample size (in particular due to the relatively large 
number of missing values on the income variable) we applied multiple imputations. We 
estimated regression models in Stata for each of the five imputed data sets and 
combined the results according to Rubin's (1987) rules. Following this procedure, 1.283 
cases were included in the analyses.5
As stated, opposition to ethnic and income policies was not normally distributed 
and therefore we dichotomized the dependent variable into support versus opposition. 
Consequently, we used logistic regression to test the hypotheses. We replicated our 
analyses with an ordered logistic regression analyses of the original four answer 
categories, which led to the same conclusions (results available on request). For 
reasons of parsimony, we report the results from the binomial logistic regression 
analyses. We followed a hierarchical procedure. Effects of self-interest variables were 
estimated in the first model. Economic conservatism and perceived collective ethnic 
threat were added in the second and third model respectively.6 We report the 
standardised regression coefficients (beta) to compare the strength of each of the 
predictors. To test whether the effects of perceived ethnic threat (on the personal and 
group level) vary due to respondent's level of education, we added terms for the product 
of education with each of these variables.
To test for the statistical significance of the difference between regression 
coefficients in equations predicting opposition to ethnic and income policy, we combined 
the responses to ethnic and income policy in one new scale and estimated interactions 
between target group and each of the independent variables in our models (except for 
the control variables). We used a hierarchical backwards selection procedure with 
respect to the inclusion of interaction terms (Jaccard, 2001). For each step in the model, 
we started with the estimation of the full model, excluding all interaction terms.
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Subsequently, we included all interactions between the variables of interest and target 
group (i.e. ethnic versus income). For reasons of parsimony, we successively removed 
non-significant interaction parameters (one-tailed tests; a = .05). Only the effects of 
perceived personal ethnic threat and perceived collective ethnic threat were contingent 
upon target group. The results of these analyses are reported in Appendix 2B.
2.4. Results
2.4.1. Effect of target group
Table 2.3 shows the proportions of Dutch majority members who support or oppose to 
ethnic and income policy. The results show that opposition to employment policy is low. 
The percentage of respondents opposing to ethnic policy (12 per cent) is somewhat 
higher than the percentage of respondents opposing to income policy (9 per cent). But, 
contrary to the first hypothesis, the difference in opposition to ethnic and income policy 
is not significant: a Chi-square test shows that there is no association between 
opposition to employment policy and the policy's target group.
Table 2.3 Proportions of respondents opposing or supporting ethnic and income policy 
Opposition or support to employment policy Ethnic policy Income policy 
Per cent opposition 12.1 9.4
Per cent support 87.9 90.6
N 644 639
Note: x2 (1,1283) = 2.48; p = 0.12
2.4.2. Effects of individual-level characteristics
Table 2.4. shows the results of the logistic regression analyses for opposition to ethnic 
policy. We will first discuss the effects of the individual conditions. As reported in Table
2.4, the effect of educational attainment is significantly negative: the higher the level of 
education, all other things equal, the lower the opposition to ethnic policy. This finding 
supports hypothesis H2a. Contrary to hypothesis 3a, household income is not related to 
opposition to ethnic policy. We also expected that unemployed people would show more 
opposition to ethnic policy than those who are employed (H5a). Although the difference 
in opposition to ethnic policy between unemployed and employed respondents is in the 
expected direction, it is not significant. This may be due to the relatively small number of 
unemployed respondents.
Next, we turn to the relation between individual perceptions and opposition to 
ethnic policy. We will first discuss the effects of the subjective indicators of self-interest.
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In contrast to hypothesis H6a, status anxiety is not related to opposition to ethnic policy. 
In line with hypothesis H7a, we do find a significant positive effect of perceived personal 
ethnic threat: the higher the level of perceived personal ethnic threat, the higher the level 
of opposition to ethnic policy.
Table 2.4 Opposition to ethnic policy: standardised logistic regression parameter estimates
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
beta beta beta beta
Mean income neighbourhood 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.04
% minorities neighbourhood -0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.01
Female (male=ref.) 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
Age -0.08 -0.07 -0.05 -0.05
Education -0.12* -0.15** -0.11* -0.14*
Income 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
Self-interest:
Employment status (employed=ref.)
Unemployed 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05
Long term benefit 0.02 0.02 -0.01 -0.01
Housekeeper 0.06 0.05 0.03 0.03
Student 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
Status anxiety -0.04 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
Perceived personal ethnic threat 0.24*** 0.21*** 0.10 0.09
Ideology:
Conservatism 0.16*** 0.14** 0.14**
Group position:
Perceived collective ethnic threat 0.18** 0.17**
Interactions:
Conservatism*education 0.03
Personal ethnic threat*education 0.01
Collective ethnic threat*education 0.03
Nagelkerke R2 0.10 0.13 0.15 0.16
Model x2 35.29*** 46.03*** 53.82*** 54.93***
Note: N=644. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 ; *** p < 0.001 (one-tailed tests)
The second and third model of Table 2.4 present the parameter estimates for the 
effects of economic conservatism and perceived collective ethnic threat respectively. In 
support of hypothesis H8a, we find a positive effect of economic conservatism on 
opposition to ethnic policy: the more conservative respondents are towards levelling, the 
more opposition they show towards ethnic policy. The results also confirm our 
hypothesis on the effect of perceived collective ethnic threat (H4a). Those who perceive 
more collective threat from ethnic minorities show more opposition to ethnic policy. 
Perceived personal threat from ethnic minorities is not related to opposition to ethnic
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policy once we control for perceived collective threat from ethnic minorities. The latter 
supports the 'group-conflict' argument that opposition to ethnic policy stems from a 
sense of group interest, rather than self-interest. Moreover, the standardised coefficients 
show that the effect of perceived collective ethnic threat (beta = 0.18) is somewhat 
stronger than the effect of economic conservatism (beta = 0.14), albeit the differences 
are small.
The results of the logistic regression analysis for opposition to income policy are 
presented in Table 2.5. We will first discuss the effects of the individual conditions. 
Contrary to hypothesis H2b, educational attainment is not related to income policy. 
Similarly, we find no effect of household income on opposition to income policy. As in 
the models for ethnic policy, we do not find differences in opposition to income policy 
between employed and unemployed people. These findings therefore reject hypotheses 
H3b and H5b respectively.
Table 2.5 Opposition to income policy: standardised logistic regression parameter estimates
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
beta beta beta beta
Mean income neighbourhood -0.04 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05
% minorities neighbourhood 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02
Female (male=ref.) -0.11 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09
Age -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.13
Education -0.07 -0.09 -0.07 -0.07
Income 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.09
Self-interest:
Employment status (employed=ref.)
Unemployed 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04
Long term benefit 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08
Housekeeper -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
Student 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.03
Status anxiety 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03
Perceived personal ethnic threat 0.08 0.08 -0.03 -0.04
Ideology:
Conservatism 0.14* 0.14** 0.14*
Group position:
Perceived collective ethnic threat 0.16* 0.17*
Interactions:
Conservatism*education 0.00
Personal ethnic threat*education -0.03
Collective ethnic threat*education 0.04
Nagelkerke R2 0.06 0.08 0.08 0.09
Model x2 1 8.32 23.33* 27.16* 27.44*
Note: N=639. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 ; *** p < 0.001 (one-tailed tests)
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Next, we turn to the relation between individual perceptions and opposition to 
income policy. First, we do not find an effect of status anxiety on opposition to income 
policy, refuting hypothesis H6b. A difference between the models for ethnic and income 
policy is found in the effect of perceived personal ethnic threat. In contrast to hypothesis 
H7b, perceived personal threat from ethnic minorities is not related to opposition to 
income policy. The effect of perceived personal ethnic threat on opposition to 
employment policy is contingent upon target group (see Appendix 2B).
The second model of Table 2.5 reports the parameter estimate for the effect of 
economic conservatism on opposition to income policy. In support of hypothesis H8b, 
opposition to income policy is more widespread among people with a more conservative 
stance towards levelling. As expected, the effect of economic conservatism on 
opposition to employment policy is not contingent upon target group; the interaction 
between conservatism and target group is not significant.
In the third model (Table 2.5) perceived collective ethnic threat is added to the 
equation. In support of hypothesis H4b, the effect of perceived collective ethnic threat on 
opposition to income policy is significantly positive. The standardised coefficients show 
that the effect of perceived collective ethnic threat (beta = 0.16) on opposition to income 
policy is comparable to the effect of economic conservatism (beta = 0.14). In line with 
our expectations, the effect of perceived collective ethnic threat on opposition to ethnic 
policy is significantly stronger than its effect on opposition to income policy (see 
Appendix 2B).7
Finally, we discuss the results of the hypotheses with regard to the interactions 
with education. We expected economic conservatism to have a stronger (positive) effect 
on opposition to ethnic (H9a) and income policy (H9b) among higher educated. In 
addition, we hypothesized that perceived threat from ethnic minorities -  on the personal 
as well as on the group level -  would have a stronger (positive) effect on opposition to 
ethnic (H10a, H11a) and income policy (H10b, H11b) among the lower educated. The 
results in the last columns of Table 2.4 and Table 2.5 refute these interaction 
hypotheses. Table 2.6 provides a summary of the findings.
56
Opposition to employment policy: attitudes towards ethnic and income policy
Table 2.6 Overview of hypotheses and findings: opposition to ethnic and income policy
Hypotheses Supported?
Ethnic 
policy (A)
Income 
policy (B)
Ethnic 
Policy (A)
Income 
Policy (B)
Ethnic competition 
(H2) Education + V 0
(H3) Income - + 0 0
(H4) Perceived collective ethnic threat ++ + V V
Self-interest 
(H5) Unemployed + 0 0
(H6) Status anxiety + - 0 0
(H7) Perceived personal ethnic threat ++ + V 0
Political ideology 
(H8) Conservatism + + V V
Interactions
(H9) Conservatism*education + + 0 0
(H10) Personal ethnic threat*education - - 0 0
(H11) Collective ethnic threat*education - - 0 0
Note: + positive relationship, ++ stronger positive relationship, - negative relationship, 
V hypotheses supported, 0 hypotheses rejected.
2.5. Conclusions and discussion
Existing research in the U.S. has shown that government policies are much more 
popular when they are designated for the poor than when they are exclusively aimed at 
ethnic minorities (e.g. Bobo & Kluegel, 1993). In the present chapter we examined the 
extent to which ethnic targeting affects public opposition to employment policy among 
Dutch majority members. By comparing public attitudes towards parallel ethnic and 
income policy we set out to provide a more discerning picture of ethnic-targeting as the 
source of opposition to welfare policies. We considered this issue particularly relevant as 
it sheds light on the extent to which shifting from an ethnic-targeted policy to an ethnic- 
neutral policy can raise the level and widen the social bases of public support for welfare 
policies.
We found that ethnic-targeting does not increase opposition to employment 
policy, despite negative political discourse on policies of multiculturalism. The results 
showed that merely 10 per cent of the Dutch population opposes to employment policy, 
irrespective of the policy's target group. Compared to the relatively strong opposition to 
ethnic policies in liberal welfare states such as the U.S., we found rather marginal 
opposition to ethnic policy in the Netherlands, with its more corporatist and socio- 
democratic welfare state regime (Esping-Andersen, 2000).
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To explain public opposition to ethnic and income policy, we derived and tested 
complementary and rival hypotheses from central theoretical explanations: ethnic 
competition theory, self-interest theory and 'non-ethnic' political principles. In general, 
the results provide little support for the role of self-interest. The results showed no effect 
of self-interest on opposition to income policy, and the role of self-interest in opposition 
to ethnic policy was modest. These findings are in line with previous U.S. research 
indicating that public attitudes towards ethnic policy issues show very little relation to 
self-interest (e.g. Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Kluegel & Smith, 1983; Schuman et al., 1997). 
In the present study, the modest role of self-interest may also be due to the policy 
presented, which is likely to have small effects on personal well-being. When the policy 
implications for personal well-being are clear and certain, self-interest may be more 
strongly involved in public policy opinion (Gilens, 1999).
Findings of the present study showed strong support for ethnic competition theory 
(Blalock, 1967; Blumer, 1958; Bobo, 1999; Coser, 1956; Levine & Campbell, 1972; 
Olzak, 1992; Quillian, 1995; Scheepers et al., 2002; Sherif & Sherif, 1979). To the extent 
that majority members oppose to ethnic or income policy, they do so partly because they 
perceive ethnic minorities as competitive collective threats to valued social resources 
and privileges. As expected, the effect of perceived collective ethnic threat on opposition 
to ethnic policy was somewhat stronger than its effect on opposition to income policy. 
The fact that ethnic minorities account for a disproportionate number of disadvantaged 
people is reflected in the finding that perceptions of collective ethnic threat also affect 
majority's opposition to income policy. These findings are consistent with previous 
studies in the U.S., showing that whites' anti-black attitudes also affect opposition to 
income policy (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Gilens, 1999).
Economic conservatism also accounts for opposition to ethnic and income policy. 
In line with the expectations, the positive effect of economic conservatism was not 
contingent upon the policy's recipients, which suggests that the effect of economic 
conservatism does not entail an ethnic bias (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Sniderman 
& Piazza, 1993). Importantly, opposition to ethnic and income policy was independently 
determined by economic conservatism and perceived collective ethnic threat. The 
impact of perceived collective ethnic threat on these policy attitudes was comparable to 
the effect of economic conservatism -  which goes against the argument that ethnic 
policy attitudes merely reflect an 'ethnic-neutral' conservative stance (Sniderman & 
Carmines, 1997; Sniderman & Piazza, 1993).
In their research, Sniderman and colleagues do not suggest that opposition to 
government policies benefitting ethnic minorities is completely independent of ethnic 
attitudes. Instead, they argue that policy preferences of the higher educated, compared 
to the lower educated, exhibit less dependence on ethnic attitudes and a greater 
influence of ideological reasoning (e.g. Sniderman & Piazza, 1993). The results of the
58
Opposition to employment policy: attitudes towards ethnic and income policy
present study do not support this hypothesis. The effect of economic conservatism on 
opposition to employment policy was not restricted to the higher educated, nor was the 
effect of perceived ethnic threat restricted to the lower educated.
Unfortunately, the data did not contain beliefs about the causes of ethnic 
inequality (e.g. Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Kluegel & Smith, 1983), nor did we have 
measures that capture negative feelings of ethnic minorities. Previous research in the 
U.S. showed that whites' negative feelings of blacks influence opposition to government 
policies to assist blacks, albeit the effects are comparatively weak (Krysan, 2000). 
Scholars studying stratification beliefs argue that people who attribute ethnic inequality 
to structural causes (i.e., whether one sees limited opportunities as causing inequality), 
should be more likely to support ethnic policy than people who attribute ethnic inequality 
to individual causes (ability or effort). Among white Americans, structural explanations of 
ethnic inequality (e.g., perceived discrimination) receive relatively little support, which to 
some extent explains their opposition to policies designated for blacks (Bobo & Kluegel, 
1993; Kluegel & Smith, 1983). Among the Dutch population, structural explanations of 
ethnic inequality are more supported than individual explanations (e.g. Eisinga, Van den 
Elzen & Verloo, 1999), which may be an additional reason why opposition to ethnic 
policy among Dutch majority members is low, relative to white Americans.
Finally, we consider the implications of our research for policy development and 
discuss the findings in light of previous U.S. research. First, compared to previous U.S. 
research, we found markedly low levels of opposition to ethnic policy. It is possible that 
the latter observation can be attributed to differences in welfare state regime or 
differences in stratification beliefs. Consistent with previous U.S. research (e.g. Gilens,
1999), we found that contrasting, yet complementary theoretical insights account for 
opposition to ethnic and income policy. Opposition to these policies is affected by both 
perceived collective ethnic threat and economic conservatism.
Contrary to the prevailing belief of policy makers, the role of self-interest was 
modest. Importantly, opposition to ethnic and income policy was not purely driven by 
political ideological concerns; these policy attitudes correlate with perceived ethnic 
threat to collective resources. Our findings imply that in the process of formulating and 
implementing equal opportunity or equal outcome policies, attention must be paid to 
'ethnic-neutral' political concerns as well as to negative ethnic group perceptions. In the 
following chapter, we examine to what extent ethnic competition, self-interest and 
political ideology affect opposition to ethnic school policy.
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Notes chapter 2
1 The Dutch model of multiculturalism covered policies in various domains, including ethno-specific 
provisions to reduce inequalities in labour market participation and occupational status. With the shift 
towards mainstreaming these ethnic programs have slowly been abandoned (e.g. Dagevos & Turkenburg, 
2003; Entzinger, 2003; Joppke 2004). For instance, in 2004 the Dutch government abandoned a law that 
aimed to stimulate the labour market participation of ethnic minorities (in Dutch abbreviated as the law 
‘SAMEN' (in English: ‘together')). This law prescribed employers to keep track of the number and 
employment position of ethnic minorities.
2 Other additional mechanisms than the one proposed may also be responsible for the relation between 
education and opposition to ethnic policy (Vogt, 1997). Next to ethnic competition, socialization has been 
suggested as a possible explanation of the effect of education (Coenders & Scheepers, 2003; Selznick & 
Steinberg, 1969; Weil, 1985). The focus in this chapter, and in the following chapters, is on the 
mechanism suggested by ethnic competition theory (Scheepers et al., 2002).
3 To maximize the sample we decided to include the western migrants. Analyses showed that ethnic 
background (i.e. native Dutch or western migrants) did not affect opposition to ethnic or income policies, 
nor did the inclusion of ethnic background alter the effects of other variables included in the models.
4 We found no significant associations between the randomized condition and standard demographic 
characteristics such as level of education, age and gender.
5 About 14 per cent of the native Dutch and western minorities had missing values on income. To avoid a 
small effective sample size we used multiple imputations. We used the modified strategy proposed by Von 
Hippel (2007) referred to as ‘multiple imputation than deleted'. Under MID, all cases are used for 
imputation but, following imputation, cases with imputed Y values are excluded from the analysis.
6 Although perceived personal ethnic threat highly correlated with perceived collective ethnic threat 
(Pearson correlation = 0.67), inspection of the variance inflation factors (VIF) showed no serious problems 
of collinearity (Menard, 2002).
7 In the third model (Appendix 2B), we did not include the interaction term between perceived personal 
ethnic threat and experimental condition because, controlling for perceived collective ethnic threat, 
perceived personal ethnic threat did not have a significant effect on opposition to ethnic policy nor on 
opposition to income policy. The interaction term between economic conservatism and target group was 
insignificant in all models and therefore not included.
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3. Opposition to ethnic school policy: a framing based 
perspective1
3.1. Introduction
Support for ethnic policies not only depends on individual citizens' interests, group 
sentiments or political principles, but also on the way political elites and mass media 
frame issues (Kinder & Sanders, 1990, 1996; Nelson, 2004; Nelson & Kinder, 1996; 
Sniderman & Carmines, 1997). Frames are constructions of an issue; they define the 
essence of a problem and suggest how to think about it (Entman, 1993; Gamson & 
Modigliani, 1989; Nelson & Kinder, 1996). A framing effect occurs when a speaker's 
emphasis on potentially relevant considerations causes individuals to focus on these 
considerations when constructing their opinions (Druckman, 2001, 2004). As a 
consequence, citizens might alter the reasons they have for a certain position, or take 
up a completely different position (Druckman, 2001; Sniderman & Theriault, 2004).
In this chapter, we examine the impact of framing on the extent to which Dutch 
majority members oppose school policy aiming to improve the educational 
achievements of ethnic minority children (further abbreviated as 'ethnic school policy'). 
We derive our hypotheses from prior U.S. research on affirmative action. Affirmative 
action is an American term covering a variety of policy measures (from equal opportunity 
to preferential treatment) designed to promote equality for underrepresented groups, 
primarily African Americans (Steeh & Krysan, 1996). Taking advantage of computer- 
assisted survey experiments, we question to what extent public opinion on ethnic school 
policy hinges on issue frames. Specifically, we examine the extent to which opposition to 
ethnic school policy is influenced by issue frames that emphasize the costs for the 
ethnic in-group or the benefits for the ethnic out-group. Moreover, we examine whether 
public opposition to ethnic school policy still hinges on issue frames when presented 
with both cost and benefit frames at once. In doing so, we seek to provide new insights 
in the extent to which counter-framing moderates the impact of framing on public 
opinion. Counter-framing, also labelled dual-framing, refers to a situation in which rival 
frames are offered that rebut one another (Brewer & Gross, 2005; Chong & Druckman, 
2007; Druckman, 2004; Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). Contrary to earlier studies, we 
examine how framing alters overall opinions on ethnic policy, including its relationship
f A slightly different version of this chapter has been published in Methodology: European Journal of 
Research Methods for the Behavioural and Social Science (Van Londen, Coenders, & Scheepers, 2010). 
A previous draft of this chapter has been presented at the Annual Meeting of the International Society of 
Political Psychology (ISPP), Paris (July 2008).
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with underlying determinants. Finally, we expand upon previous research by comparing 
experimental effects over time.
The chapter addresses the following research questions: (1): To what extent do 
variations in issue framing (in-group costs, out-group benefits) affect the level of 
opposition to ethnic school policy? (2): To what extent are differences in the level of 
opposition to ethnic school policy related to (2a) independent individual socio­
demographic characteristics and (2b) intervening individual factors? (3): To what extent 
do the independent individual determinants of opposition to ethnic school policy vary 
with the way the policy issue is framed?
3.2. Theories and hypotheses
3.2.1. Situational characteristics: frames and counter-frames
There is now wide consensus that public opinion on ethnic-targeted policies is shaped 
by the way political elites frame issues (Kinder & Sanders, 1990, 1996; Nelson, 2004; 
Nelson & Kinder, 1996; Sniderman & Carmines, 1997). The pivotal argument is that 
most citizens are ambivalent when it comes to policy preferences. These citizens 
possess multiple, often contradictory, considerations that might all plausibly bear on any 
particular issue (Chong, 1993; Hochschild, 1981; Nelson & Kinder, 1996; Zaller, 1992; 
Zaller & Feldman, 1992). “Frames help to resolve this confusion by declaring which of 
the many considerations is relevant and important, and which should be given less 
attention” (Nelson & Kinder, 1996, p. 1058). Just so far as frames direct attention to 
positive or negative considerations, citizens will be inclined to support or oppose the 
policy under consideration (Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). These types of issue framing 
effects, as studied in the political communication literature, differ from equivalence 
framing effects where the use of different, but logically equivalent words or phrases 
causes individuals to alter their preferences (e.g., prospect theory; see Kahneman & 
Tversky, 1979).1
The majority of framing experiments compare framing conditions without making 
a reference to an unframed (control) condition. But, without a control condition there is 
no way of knowing whether a difference between treatment groups is caused by only 
one of the two frames or by both (Chong & Druckman, 2007; Gaines et al., 2007). 
Hence, in this experiment respondents were assigned to framed conditions and an 
unframed (control) condition. In the unframed condition, respondents expressed their 
opinion on ethnic school policy without being exposed to a persuasive frame. This 
condition was used as the baseline for comparisons. In the framed conditions, 
respondents either received an 'in-group cost frame' or an 'out-group benefit frame'. The 
'in-group cost frame' explicitly stated that 'extra attention for ethnic minority children
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comes at the expense of attention for Dutch children'. In contrast, the 'out-group benefit 
frame' argued that 'extra attention for ethnic minority children increases their chances to 
get ahead in society'. On the basis of framing theory we formulate the following 
hypotheses: Opposition to ethnic school policy is more widespread among people who 
are exposed to the in-group cost frame, as compared to those who are not presented 
with issues frames (H1). In addition, it is to be expected that people exposed to the out­
group benefit frame express less opposition to ethnic school policy than people who are 
not presented with issue frames (H2).
While there is consensus about framing effects, scholars have argued that the 
classic framing experiment does not account for effects of counter-frames (Chong & 
Druckman, 2007; Druckman, 2004; Riker, 1995; Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). In the 
real world, people are most likely exposed to counter-frames; i.e. competing frames that 
might neutralize the effects of one another (Brewer & Gross, 2005). Elites have strong 
incentives to reframe issues that do not support their perspectives (Druckman, 2004; 
Riker, 1995; Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). Moreover, citizens also engage in 
conversations with fellow citizens who introduce alternative frames (Druckman, 2004; 
Druckman & Nelson, 2003; Hansen, 2007). The classic framing experiment typically 
uses a split-ballot design offering one frame (either positive or negative) at a time. These 
experiments do not include conditions in which respondents receive competing frames 
at once. Empirical research shows that if individuals are exposed to competing frames, 
framing effects disappear (Druckman, 2004; Druckman & Nelson, 2003). These 
individuals seem to return to their original (unframed) opinions (Brewer & Gross, 2005; 
Hansen, 2007; Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). Following prior research, we expect that 
counter-framing will push the level of opposition to ethnic school policy towards the 
control group's unframed position. In other words, the level of opposition to ethnic school 
policy expressed by people exposed to counter-frames will not significantly differ from 
the level of opposition to ethnic school policy among people in the unframed, control 
condition (H3).
3.2.2. Individual-level characteristics
Frames do not only affect overall opinions, they also moderate the effects of underlying 
determinants (Druckman, 2001; Sniderman & Theirault, 2004). The question we now 
need to address is: What are relevant determinants for opinions on ethnic school policy? 
Since the policy under consideration is group-centric, we derive our hypotheses from 
studies on ethnic exclusionism and affirmative action.
While prior U.S. studies showed wide support for principles of ethnic equality, 
less support was found for the concrete implementation of these principles. Especially 
policies that address preferential treatment receive a lot of criticism (Citrin, 1996;
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Schuman et al., 1997; Steeh & Krysan, 1996). Different accounts have been provided 
for these counterintuitive findings, but to date, no full multivariate analysis has 
considered the effects of these determinants on attitudes about ethnic policies across 
unframed, single and dual frame conditions.2 There are a few exceptions (e.g. Kinder & 
Sanders, 1996; Nelson & Kinder, 1996), but in these studies unframed and dual frame 
conditions are lacking. This is a substantial limitation, since empirical evidence from U.S. 
studies suggests that the effects of indicators of ethnic competition, self-interest and 
political ideology might be moderated by issue frame.3
Ethnic competition
Empirical studies, across various countries, have consistently shown higher educated to 
be less exclusionist towards (ethnic) out-groups (Coenders & Scheepers, 2003; Hello, 
Gijsberts & Scheepers, 2002; Vogt, 1997). Following the framework of ethnic 
competition theory this may be accounted for by the higher level of ethnic competition 
among social categories holding rather similar social positions to ethnic minorities (e.g. 
Scheepers et al. 2002). Given the generally weak socio-economic status of ethnic 
minorities (Dagevos, 2009; Gijsberts & Herweijer, 2009), actual or perceived competition 
may be stronger among majority members with a higher educational degree.4 Following 
this strand of research we formulate the following hypothesis for the effect of education 
in the unframed condition: Education has a negative effect on opposition to ethnic 
school policy (H4a).
Other studies differentiate these findings by showing that the effect of education 
is in fact context dependent. Especially the tolerance of highly educated seems to vary 
across situations (Coenders et al., 2004; Jackman & Muha, 1984; Schuman et al., 
1997). Highly educated are for instance more likely to endorse general principles of 
ethnic equality than the concrete implementation of these principles (Schuman et al., 
1997). In line with these findings, Jackman and Muha (1984) argued that the ethnic 
tolerance of highly educated is not internalized. If the privileged position of highly 
educated is challenged, they reveal their limits of tolerance just as lower educated do 
(Coenders et al., 2004; Jackman & Muha, 1984).
What does this mean for the example on ethnic school policy? For one thing, 
differences between categories of education may be smaller or larger depending upon 
the frame offered. Individuals may hold both negative and positive considerations when 
thinking about ethnic school policy. Which considerations they bring to bear on the 
preferences they express, will depend upon the connotations of the frame presented. 
Reminded of their liberal stance, higher educated will readily support ethnic school 
policy (Selznick & Steinberg, 1969). Reminded of in-group costs (Scheepers et al.,
2002), higher educated might express more opposition to ethnic school policy. We
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formulate the following hypotheses for the effect of education under the 'in-group cost’ 
and 'out-group benefit’ frames: The negative effect of education on opposition to ethnic 
school policy is weaker when in-group costs are emphasized, as compared to the 
unframed condition (H4b). The negative effect of education on opposition to ethnic 
school policy is stronger when out-group benefits are emphasized, as compared to the 
unframed condition (H4c).
A second factor that possibly bears on opposition to ethnic-targeted school policy 
is perceived ethnic threat. In case of real (or perceived) competition, members of the in­
group are likely to perceive the ethnic out-group as a threat, resulting in a less 
favourable stance towards ethnic out-groups (Blalock, 1967; Coser, 1956; Levine & 
Campbell, 1972; Olzak, 1992; Quillian, 1995, 1996; Sherif & Sherif, 1979). It is likely that 
perceived ethnic threat will also be a relevant consideration for attitudes concerning 
ethnic policies, given the fact that Dutch majority members generally have no stake in 
them. Following these arguments, we formulate the following hypothesis for the effect of 
perceived ethnic threat in the unframed condition: Perceived ethnic threat has a positive 
effect on opposition to ethnic school policy (H5a).
Capitalizing on perceptions of threat, we also include a condition in which we 
literally emphasize increased competition by stating that more attention for minority 
children comes at the expense of Dutch children. We formulate the following hypothesis 
for the effect of perceived ethnic threat under the 'in-group cost frame’: The positive 
effect of perceived ethnic threat on aversion to ethnic-targeted school policy is stronger 
when in-group costs are emphasized, as compared to the unframed condition (H5b). In 
line with the former arguments, emphasizing the benefits of minority children might turn 
attention away from in-group costs. Hence, we formulate the following hypothesis for the 
effect of perceived ethnic threat under the 'out-group benefit frame’: The positive effect 
of perceived ethnic threat on opposition to ethnic school policy is weaker when out­
group benefits are emphasized, as compared to the unframed condition (H5c).
Self-interest
Self-interest is often defined as tangible losses or gains to an individual or his immediate 
family (Citrin & Green, 1990; Sears & Funk, 1991). From this account the effects of 
objective personal or family characteristics on ethnic policy attitudes have been taken to 
reflect the individual’s private interests. In the context of ethnic school policy, having 
children who attend school is the most specific indicator of 'tangible self-interest’. Hence 
we formulate the following hypothesis for the effect of self-interest in the unframed 
condition: Having children in school increases the opposition to ethnic school policy 
(H6a).
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On the basis of self-interest, we formulate the following hypothesis for the effect 
of schoolchildren under the 'in-group cost frame': Emphasizing in-group costs, having 
children who attend school increases the opposition to ethnic school policy, as 
compared to the unframed condition (H6b). At the same time, emphasizing the benefits 
for minority children might invoke more positive considerations, resulting in less attention 
for negative considerations such as self-interest. Hence, we formulate the following 
hypothesis for the effect of schoolchildren under the 'out-group benefit frame': 
Emphasizing out-group benefits, having children in school decreases opposition to 
ethnic school policy, as compared to the unframed condition (H6c).
Political ideology
A third factor that shows up in opinions on ethnic policies is political ideology (Coenders 
et al., 2004; Sniderman & Carmines, 1997). We specifically focus on 'preservation of 
social relations', a value that reflects the degree to which individuals favour to preserve 
social status and power relations. Research has shown that preservation of social 
relations partly explains the objections of Dutch majority members to ethnic school 
diversity (Coenders et al., 2004). Particularly higher educated seem to be well aware 
that a stable hierarchy would help their children manoeuvre towards better positions. 
The proposition converges with the concept of 'social dominance orientation' (Sidanius 
& Pratto, 1993). Citizens who hold this orientation are more likely to object to affirmative 
action (Federico & Sidanius, 2002). Following the account on preservation of social 
relations we hypothesize for the unframed condition: Preservation of social relations has 
a positive effect on opposition to ethnic school policy (H7a).
The in-group cost frame emphasizes negative consequences of ethnic school 
policy in terms of the loss of attention for children of Dutch majority members. Under 
such a frame, negative consequences for the ethnic in-group in terms of educational 
chances and social status are likely to gain more weight. Hence, it is to be expected that 
the in-group cost frame increases opposition to ethnic school policy, particularly among 
those who favour to preserve existing social status and power relations. In other words: 
the positive effect of preservation of social relations on opposition to ethnic school policy 
is stronger when in-group costs are emphasized, as compared to the unframed 
condition (H7b). In contrast, under the out-group benefit frame, positive considerations 
may gain more weight, reducing attention for the social position of the ethnic in-group. 
Hence, we formulate the following hypothesis for the effect of preservation of social 
relations under the 'out-group benefit frame': The positive effect of preservation of social 
relations on opposition to ethnic school policy is weaker when out-group benefits are 
emphasized, as compared to the unframed condition (H7c).
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3.2.3. Counter-frames and public understanding of ethnic school policy
Like the classic research on issue framing, the majority of studies on counter-framing 
focuses on the direction of opinion rather than on the underlying determinants. However, 
following the research on counter-framing, it is to be expected that dual frames not only 
neutralize the direction of opinion, but also the relationship to its underlying determinants 
(Brewer, 2003; Brewer & Gross, 2005; Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). Brewer and Gross 
(2005) studied the relationship between egalitarianism and support for school vouchers 
(an American system where parents receive tax money to support the private education 
of their children). Confronted with counter-frames, the relationship between 
egalitarianism and support for vouchers resembled the relationship among those who 
received neither frame. Building on these studies we formulate the following hypothesis: 
Exposure to both the 'out-group benefit frame' and the 'in-group cost frame' neutralizes 
any effects of each on the underlying relationship between the described determinants 
and opposition to ethnic school policy (H8). That is, the underlying mechanisms of 
opposition to ethnic school policy under the dual frame condition will not significantly 
differ from the mechanisms under the unframed, control condition.
3.3. Data and methods
3.3.1. Design of the study
Survey-experiments were carried out as part of two successive rounds (2000, 2005) of 
the Dutch, cross-sectional survey ‘Social and Cultural Developments in the Netherlands' 
(Eisinga et al., 2002; Eisinga et al., 2011). Round 2005 consisted of a probability sample 
of households, drawing on addresses from the national post as the sampling frame. 
Face-to-face interviews were conducted in 2005-2006 with a randomly selected resident 
(18 to 70 years-of-age) of each sampled household (response rate of 56 percent). 
Compared to the overall low response rate in Dutch surveys, this response rate is 
relatively high. Round 2005 included random samples of 1,199 native Dutch and 107 
western migrants. In the group of western migrants the father, mother, or both parents 
were born in another European country, Indonesia, or North-America. The distribution of 
sample characteristics on key social background characteristics such as gender, age, 
region, and degree of urbanization, closely resembled the population distribution.
We also used survey data from round 2000 (Eisinga et al., 2002). This sample 
was composed by a two-stage stratified random sampling procedure. In the first stage, 
municipalities were selected from the four regions of the country together with the larger 
cities. In the second stage, a random sample was drawn of people between 18 and 70 
years-of-age within the municipalities (on the basis of the population registers). The
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selected people received an introduction letter after which they were approached for an 
interview with trained interviewees. The response rate was (43.7%; N = 1008). This 
sample showed a small under-representation of younger people, but no deviation in 
terms of gender or marital status.
In round 2000, a subsample of the respondents was included in the experiment 
(i.e. 667 respondents with Dutch citizenship).5 In the analyses for this round, 
respondents from the former Dutch colonies were excluded, leaving us with 660 cases 
for the analyses. For reasons of comparability with round 2000, only respondents with 
Dutch citizenship were included in the analyses of the experiment in round 2005. Of this 
group 58 respondents (4, 9 percent) were excluded from the analyses because of 
missing values on one or more of the variables included in the regression models.6
The purpose of the experiment was to assess whether the attitudes of Dutch 
majority members on extra attention for ethnic minority children hinge on possible in­
group costs or out-group benefits. In 2000, as well as in 2005, the experiment followed a 
post-test only control group design (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). The sample was divided 
in five random groups all presented with different versions of the same question: ‘Do you 
agree or disagree that children with an ethnic minority background should receive extra 
attention at school? Respondents stated on a four-point scale, ranging from 1 (agree 
entirely) to four (do not agree at all), to what extent they reject this policy.
Respondents assigned to the control condition simply answered the question 
without being exposed to a persuasive frame. Respondents in the experimental 
conditions either received single or dual frames. In the two ‘single frame' conditions 
respondents were exposed to question versions that emphasized either in-group costs 
‘Extra attention for ethnic minority children might come at the expense of attention for 
Dutch children', or out-group benefits ‘Extra attention for ethnic minority children 
increases their chances to get ahead in Dutch society'. In the two ‘dual frame' conditions 
respondents received the ‘in-group cost frame' and the ‘out-group benefit frame' at once, 
albeit in reversed orders. A Student's t-Test showed no differences in support for ethnic 
school policy between these ‘dual frame' conditions in 2000 and 2005.7 Hence, in the 
analyses that follow, the dual frame conditions were united. The frames were carefully 
designed. Specifically, the in-group cost frame 'converges with the American frame on1 
reverse discrimination, in which policies like preferential hiring of blacks, are framed as 
discrimination against whites. Gamson and Modigliani (1994) argue that ‘reverse 
discrimination' is a strong competitor to frames that favour affirmative action. Its success 
follows from the fact that it does not rely on ethnic or racial resentment, while other 
counter-frames like ‘undeserved advantage' do. This argument may not be confined to 
the American context. I expect that in the Netherlands, the ‘in-group cost frame' will be a 
good competitor to the ‘out-group benefit frame' as well.
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3.3.2. Measurements
Level of education was measured by the highest level of education completed. The 
variable ranged from (1) primary education to (7) university degree or higher. Perceived 
ethnic threat was determined by five items referring to different sources (cultural and 
material) of individual and collective ethnic threat.8 The reliability of this set of items is 
high (a = .83). From a self-interest perspective it is relevant whether respondents have 
children who attend school. We measured self-interest by a dummy variable, 
differentiating respondents with children who attend school from all other respondents 
(reference category). Political ideology was measured by four items reflecting a 
preference to keep hierarchical (e.g. income) relations in Dutch society as they are (a = 
.74).9 Finally, gender and age were included as control variables.10 The distributions of 
the independent variables are reported in Appendix 3A.
3.3.3. Strategy of analyses
Contrary to earlier studies, we examined the effect of issue framing not only on the 
overall opposition to ethnic school policy, but also on the effects of the underlying 
determinants. First, we conducted a series of Student's t-Tests to estimate the effects of 
issue framing on the level of opposition to ethnic school policy in 2000 and 2005. A 
Bonferroni correction was used with a .05 limit on familywise error rate for the 
hypotheses on cost and benefit framing. Second, we estimated linear regressions (OLS) 
of opposition to ethnic school policy in 2005 on education, perceived ethnic threat, 
political ideology and self-interest.11 We argue that a framing effect occurs when 
respondents who receive the 'out-group benefit frame', support ethnic school policy 
more strongly than respondents in the unframed condition, or vice versa, when 
respondents who receive the 'in-group cost frame', show more opposition to ethnic 
school policy than respondents in the unframed condition. Multivariate framing effects 
are established by comparing effects of the individual determinants on opposition to 
ethnic school policy between the unframed and framed conditions.12 Before we turn to 
the analyses, we must first establish that respondents randomly assigned to the 
conditions do not significantly differ on a number of standard demographic variables. 
Apart from a small association between the conditions and gender in 2005, no other 
significant differences were found between the conditions.13
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3.4. Results
3.4.1. Effects of issue frames
In the first analyses we examined the effects of issue framing on the level of opposition 
to ethnic school policy in 2000 and 2005. We expected that respondents in the 'in-group 
cost condition' would express more opposition to ethnic school policy than respondents 
in the unframed condition (H1). In contrast, we hypothesized that respondents exposed 
to the 'out-group benefit frame' would express less opposition to ethnic school policy 
than respondents in the unframed condition (H2). The mean level of opposition to ethnic 
school policy in the different experimental conditions is reported in Table 3.1.
Table 3.1 Opposition to ethnic school policy as a function of issue frame condition
2000 2005
Default 2.08 (1.02, n=169)a 2.23 (1.01, n=281)
Cost frame 2.71 (0.95, n=149) 2.85 (1.10, n=297)
Benefit frame 2.02 (0.90, n=170)a 2.03 (0.96, n=291)
Dual frame 2.40 (1.01, n=154) 2.52 (1.07, n=272)
Note: Table entries represent mean levels of opposition to ethnic school policy with standard deviations in 
parentheses. Means in the same column that do not share subscripts differ significantly from one another 
with an .05 limit on familywise error rate (for the cost and benefit frame).
Overall, Dutch majority members support ethnic school policy, but the level of 
opposition to ethnic school policy increased over the years, t(1781) = -2.36, p < .05 (two­
tailed test). In 2000 the mean level of opposition to ethnic school policy is 2.29 (SD  = 
1.01), in 2005 the mean level of opposition is 2.41 (SD  = 1.08). The framing effects 
follow the same pattern in both years. As expected, respondents exposed to the 'in­
group cost frame' express more opposition to ethnic school policy than the respondents 
in the unframed condition. Contrary to the expectations, the reverse hypothesis is not 
supported in 2000. Respondents exposed to the 'out-group benefit frame' do not 
express significantly less opposition to ethnic school policy in 2000 than the respondents 
in the unframed condition. In 2005, respondents exposed to the 'out-group benefit frame’ 
do express less opposition to ethnic school policy than respondents not exposed to a 
frame, but the difference is just significant.
Next we turn to the framing effects in the dual (counter-frame) condition. In this 
condition respondents received both the 'in-group cost frame' and the 'out-group benefit 
frame' at once. Following the research on counter-framing, we hypothesized that the 
level of opposition to ethnic school policy expressed by respondents in the dual 
condition would not significantly differ from the level of aversion expressed by
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respondents in the unframed condition (H3). However, our results show no effect of the 
'out-group benefit frame' on the level of opposition to ethnic school policy in 2000, and 
only a small effect in 2005. Consequently, the 'out-group benefit frame' might be too 
weak to attenuate effects of the 'in-group cost frame' (Chong & Druckman, 2007). The 
results show that the hypothesis is indeed refuted. In 2000 as well as in 2005, 
respondents in the dual frame condition express more aversion to ethnic school policy 
than respondents in the unframed condition.
3.4.2. Interactions between individual characteristics and issue frames
Apart from producing differences in opposition to ethnic school policy, the 'out-group 
benefit' and 'in-group cost frame' were also expected to affect the relation between 
opposition to ethnic school policy and the underlying determinants. Table 3.2 presents 
the results of the regression analyses predicting opposition to ethnic school policy in the 
unframed, single frame and dual frame conditions.14
Table 3.2 Unstandardised regression coefficients of opposition to ethnic school policy by issue frame 
condition
Default Cost frame Benefit frame Dual frame
Age -.006 (.004) -.005 (.004) .001 (.004) -.002 (.004)
Gender (women=ref.) -.053 (.120) .042 (.127) .156 (.111) -.219 (.122)*
Education -.109 (.036)** -.070 (.038)* .004 (.035)f -.030 (.039)
School going child -.108 (.136) .110 (.139) .030 (.128) -.095 (.145)
Preservation relations .196 (.073)** .247 (.075)*** .194 (.068)** .219 (.075)**
Perceived ethnic threat .255 (.075)*** .296 (.077)*** .372 (.075)*** .418 (.072)***
Constant 1.783 (.393)*** 1.866 (.446)*** .399 (.398) 1.131 (.419)**
N 281 297 291 272
R2 adjusted .108 .102 .112 .152
Note: Standard errors between parentheses. * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (one-tailed tests) 
f Indicates significant difference between coefficients under the default and framed condition at 
p < .05 (one-tailed tests)
We start with a discussion of the effects of individual conditions. The first 
hypothesis (H4a) predicts a negative relationship between level of education and 
opposition to ethnic school policy in the unframed condition. The regression analyses 
support this hypothesis (Table 3.2). In addition, we formulated separate hypotheses for 
the effect of education under the 'in-group cost' and 'out-group benefit frame'. The
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expectation was that the negative effect of education on opposition to ethnic school 
policy would be weaker in the 'in-group cost condition', as compared to the unframed, 
control condition (H4b). In contrast, we expected the negative effect of education under 
the 'out-group benefit frame' to be stronger than the effect of education in the unframed 
condition (H4c). The negative effect of education under the 'in-group cost frame' seems 
indeed somewhat weaker than the negative effect of education in the control condition, 
but the difference between the regression coefficients is not significant. The results do 
show a significant difference between the effect of education in the control condition and 
the 'out-group benefit condition' (final hierarchical model, Appendix 3B); b = .11, f(1113) 
= 2.13, p = .02 (one-tailed test). However, in this model education does not have an 
effect on opposition to ethnic school policy. In sum, both framing hypotheses for the 
effect of education are refuted. The 'out-group benefit frame' does alter the relationship 
between level of education and opposition to ethnic school policy, but in the opposite 
direction as expected. Emphasizing out-group benefits of ethnic school policy does not 
seem to invoke the usually more liberal stance of higher educated.15
On the basis of self-interest theory, we hypothesized that people having children 
in school, would be more likely to express opposition to ethnic school policy in the 
unframed condition (H6a). Contrary to the hypothesis, there are no differences in the 
level of opposition to ethnic school policy between people who have children in school 
and those who have not.16 The latter finding holds in the unframed, control condition, as 
well as in the different framing conditions, refuting hypotheses H6a, H6b and H6c.
Next, we proceed with a discussion of the results for individual beliefs and 
perceptions. We formulated three hypotheses for the effect of political ideology on 
opposition to ethnic school policy. First, we hypothesized a positive effect of 
preservation of social relations on opposition to ethnic school policy in the unframed 
condition (H7a). The results of the regression analyses (Table 3.2) support this 
hypothesis. In addition, we expected a stronger positive effect of preservation of social 
relations among people exposed to the 'in-group cost frame', as compared to people 
who are not exposed to a frame (H7b). Preservation of social relations does seem to 
have a somewhat stronger positive effect on opposition to ethnic school policy under the 
'in-group cost frame', as compared to the unframed condition, but the difference 
between these regression coefficients is not significant. Finally, we expected a weaker 
positive effect of preservation of social relations among people exposed to the 'out­
group benefit frame', as compared to people who are not presented with an issue frame 
(H7c). Contrary to the expectations, we find no significant difference in the effects of 
preservation of social relations between the unframed condition and the 'out-group 
benefit' condition.
On the basis of ethnic competition theory, we formulated the expectation that 
perceived ethnic threat would be positively related to opposition to ethnic school policy
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in the unframed condition (H5a). The regression analyses (Table 3.2) clearly support 
this hypothesis.17 Moreover, we expected a stronger positive effect of perceived ethnic 
threat on opposition to ethnic school policy under the 'in-group cost frame', as compared 
to the unframed condition (H5b). Table 3.2 does show a somewhat stronger effect of 
perceived ethnic threat in the in-group cost condition, as compared to its effect in the 
unframed condition. However, the difference between these regression coefficients is 
not significant. In contrast to the 'in-group cost frame', we expected that the 'out-group 
benefit frame' would deflect attention away from perceived ethnic threat, resulting in a 
weaker effect of perceived ethnic threat when out-group benefits are emphasized as 
compared to the unframed condition (H5c). Interestingly, the 'out-group benefit frame’ 
seems to invoke stronger perceptions of ethnic threat rather than weaker, but the 
between the regression coefficients is not significant.18
3.4.3. Interactions between individual characteristics and counter-frames
Finally, we hypothesized that exposure to both the 'out-group benefit frame' and the 'in­
group cost frame' would neutralize any effects of each on the underlying relationships 
between the described determinants and opposition to ethnic school policy. That is, 
relationships in the dual frame condition would not significantly differ from the 
relationships in the unframed condition (H8). Contrary to the hypothesis, both the 'out­
group benefit frame' and 'in-group cost frame' seem to decrease educational 
differences. Moreover, both the 'out-group benefit frame' and 'in-group cost frame' bear 
on preservation of social relations and perceived ethnic threat. Consequently it is not 
likely that exposure to both frames will attenuate the effect of each on the underlying 
relationships. Given the findings, it would be more likely that exposure to both frames 
magnifies the effects of preservation of social relations and perceived ethnic threat. 
From the same point of view, exposure to both frames probably decreases the effects of 
education compared to its' effect on opposition to ethnic school policy in the unframed 
condition. In Table 3.2, the negative effect of education seems indeed somewhat weaker 
under the dual frame condition than under the unframed condition; the difference in 
regression coefficients of education is on the border of significance (final hierarchical 
model, Appendix 3B); b = .08, f(1113) = 1.48, p = .07 (one-tailed test). Moreover, the 
positive effect of perceived ethnic threat seems to be stronger in the dual frame 
condition than in the unframed condition, differences between the regression coefficients 
are on the border of significance (final hierarchical model, Appendix 3B); b = .16, 
f(1113) = 1.57, p = .06 (one-tailed test). Finally, compared to the unframed condition, 
preservation of social relations seems to have a stronger effect in the dual frame 
condition. This difference between the regression coefficients is not significant either.
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Research has shown that opposition to affirmative action not only depends on self­
interest, perceived ethnic threat and political ideology but also on the way these issues 
are framed (Kinder & Sanders, 1990, 1996; Nelson & Kinder, 1996; Nelson, 2004; 
Sniderman & Carmines, 1997). In this chapter, we presented the findings of a survey 
experiment designed to examine whether issue framing affects the level of opposition to 
ethnic school policy among Dutch majority members. In the experiment, people were 
randomly assigned to one of five conditions. In the control condition people were 
questioned about their policy attitudes without being exposed to an issue frame. In the 
other conditions, people were exposed to issue frames that either emphasized in-group 
costs or out-group benefits of ethnic school policy. In one of the five conditions, people 
were reminded of both in-group costs and out-group benefits of ethnic school policy. In 
the present study, we investigated the effects of issue frames on the overall level of 
opposition to ethnic school policy. In addition, we examined the extent to which issue 
framing affects the underlying determinants of ethnic school policy.
We found that, on average, Dutch majority members do support school policy to 
assist ethnic minorities -  in 2000 as well as in 2005. But support for ethnic school policy 
seems rather vulnerable. The results showed that the overall level of opposition to ethnic 
school policy increased between 2000 and 2005. Moreover, in both years, the 'in-group 
cost frame' seemed to be more influential than the rival 'out-group benefit frame'. While 
framing in-group costs increased opposition to ethnic school policy in both years, 
framing out-group benefits did not decrease opposition to ethnic school policy in 2000. 
Moreover, the effect of the benefit frame in 2005 was just significant. In addition, when 
people were confronted with both frames at once they showed less support for ethnic 
school policy than people who were not exposed to a persuasive message. Once 
confronted with in-group costs, people remain more likely to oppose ethnic school 
policy, in spite of attempts to decrease opposition by emphasizing the benefits for ethnic 
minorities. These results resonate with American studies on affirmative action showing 
that it is easier to persuade white Americans to reject such policies than to change their 
opinions into a supportive stance (Sniderman & Piazza, 1993).
Overall, the results show that both perceived ethnic threat as well as political 
ideology are related to opposition to ethnic school policy, supporting the proposition that 
no single factor accounts for opposition to ethnic school policy (for different accounts on 
affirmative action: Bobo, 2001; Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Sniderman & Carmines, 1997). 
No support was found for the hypothesis that self-interest, i.e. having children in school, 
increases opposition to ethnic school policy. These findings resemble earlier studies in 
which different sources of self-interest showed small or non-significant effects on the 
opinion of white Americans towards affirmative action (Kinder & Sanders, 1996).
3.5. Conclusions and discussion
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Following the research on framing, we argued that frames affect opinion by 
differentiating the relevant and important considerations from the ones that should be 
given less attention (Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Nelson & Kinder, 1996; Sniderman & 
Theriault, 2004). In the context of the experiment, we expected that an emphasis on the 
costs for the ethnic in-group would increase opposition to ethnic school policy by adding 
more weight to negative considerations like perceived ethnic threat, self-interest and a 
preference for hierarchical relations. In contrast, we expected that an emphasis on the 
benefits for ethnic minorities would invoke more positive considerations thereby 
decreasing the effects of these negative considerations. When the emphasis was on the 
costs for the ethnic Dutch majority, the effects of perceived ethnic threat and preference 
for hierarchical relations seemed indeed somewhat stronger, compared to the effects in 
the control group (but these differences were not significant). Contrary to the 
expectations, the 'out-group benefit frame' did not decrease the effects of perceived 
ethnic threat and preference for hierarchical social relations on opposition to ethnic 
school policy. The positive effect of perceived ethnic threat under the 'out-group benefit 
frame' seemed even stronger than the effect of perceived ethnic threat under the 'in­
group cost frame' (although differences were not significant). Moreover, the 'out-group 
benefit frame' did not invoke the usually more liberal stance among the higher educated. 
Compared to the unframed condition, the differences between the education categories 
in opposition to ethnic school policy decreased. It seems that ethnic school policy carries 
negative connotations that influence opinions under the 'in-group cost frame' as well as 
under the 'out-group benefit frame'.
How to account for these counterintuitive findings on framing? A first 
interpretation contends that in-group and out-group targeting possibly moderate the 
effects of classical cost and benefit framing on the level of opposition to ethnic school 
policy. When the in-group is targeted, portrayed benefits and costs might indeed result 
in respectively more support for, or aversion to, ethnic school policy. In contrast, when 
the out-group is targeted, portrayed benefits could actually be perceived as in-group 
costs and portrayed out-group costs as in-group benefits. Consequently, under the 'out­
group benefit frame', perceived competition might invoke stronger perceptions of ethnic 
threat, resulting in more opposition to ethnic school policy rather than less (Blalock, 
1967; Coser, 1956; Levine & Campbell, 1972; Olzak, 1992; Quillian, 1995, 1996; Sherif 
& Sherif, 1979). This reasoning could explain why we did find persisting effects of 
negative considerations like perceived ethnic threat under the 'out-group benefit frame'. 
It might also account for the fact that the 'out-group benefit frame' was weak; framing 
out-group benefits did not decrease opposition to ethnic school policy in 2000 and its 
effect was just significant in 2005.
In addition, it is possible that a weak frame (like the 'out-group benefit frame'), 
offered in isolation, might not have an effect, but when offered with an opposing strong
75
Chapter 3
frame, it may push respondents in the opposite direction (Chong and Druckman, 2007). 
Such a ‘contrast effect' may occur when respondents start to counter argue with a weak 
frame. Consequently, both frames have a significant influence, yet not in opposing 
directions. This line of reasoning provides an additional clarification for the fact that 
exposure to the ‘out-group benefit frame' did not attenuate the effect of the ‘in-group 
cost frame' (in the dual frame condition) on the level of opposition to ethnic school 
policy. Moreover, it could also explain why negative considerations like perceived ethnic 
threat and preservation of social relations have a persisting effect when both the ‘in­
group cost frame' and ‘out-group benefit frame' are offered at once.
What do these results mean for the success or failure of framing strategies of the 
Dutch political elites? In the last decade, the political and social climate in the 
Netherlands changed considerably, from a multicultural perspective to more emphasis 
on civic integration. This shift has been accompanied by a more negative stance 
towards ethnic minorities (Entzinger, 2003; Joppke, 2004). Results of the present study 
showed that between 2000 and 2005 support for school policy to assist ethnic minorities 
decreased accordingly. Moreover, in-group costs framing had a profound effect on 
public opposition to ethnic school policy, as compared to the weak influence of the out­
group benefit frame. When respondents were confronted with both the ‘in-group cost 
frame' and the ‘out-group benefit frame' -  a situation which closely resembles the 
political and public debate -  they still showed less support for ethnic school policy than 
respondents not exposed to a persuasive message. The influence of an issue frame on 
public policy opinion draws on the extent to which it can account for relevant events in 
society (Gamson & Modigliani, 1994). Given the recent retreat from multiculturalism, 
political elites who try to persuade citizens to oppose affirmative action policies might be 
more successful than political elites who seek support for affirmative action policies.
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Notes chapter 3
1 The scholarly debate on the psychological processing of frames is ongoing. A prominent model of 
communication effects is the priming or cognitive accessibility model (e.g. Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Zaller, 
1992). Following this model, frames have an effect because they bring associated feelings and beliefs to 
the forefront of conscious thought. The emphasis on accessibility is based on a perception of the 
individual as a limited capacity information processor. This inability ensures that political judgments are 
based on only a subset of all potentially relevant considerations: the ones that people can access when 
asked to state their opinion. However, in a series of experiments, Nelson and colleagues (Nelson, 
Clawson & Oxley, 1997; Nelson & Oxley, 1999) showed that frames affect opinion by altering the 
perceived importance of different, possibly conflicting considerations. Following the latter theoretical 
interpretation, people do not automatically base their opinion on whichever consideration happens to be 
accessible due to the frame. Rather, they consciously deliberate about the relative importance of the 
considerations suggested by the frame. In the present study the focus was not on the psychological 
mechanisms as such
2 The ‘symbolic racism' account argues that a new, more subtle form of racism has risen which is typically 
expressed in resentment towards affirmative action (Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Sears et al., 1997).
3 Depending on whether affirmative action is framed in terms of ‘reverse discrimination' or ‘unfair 
advantage', expressed preferences about affirmative action are differently related to racial resentment, 
self-interest and political principles such as equal opportunity and economic individualism (Kinder & 
Sanders, 1990, 1996; Nelson & Kinder, 1996).
4 Other additional mechanisms than the one proposed may be responsible for the relation between 
education and discomfort (Vogt, 1997). Next to ethnic competition, socialization has been suggested as a 
possible explanation of the effect of education (Coenders & Scheepers, 2003; Selznick & Steinberg, 1969; 
Weil, 1985). The focus in this chapter, and in the following chapters, is on the mechanism suggested by 
ethnic competition theory (Scheepers et al., 2002).
5 In round 2000, the group of Dutch respondents not included in the experiment was on average 
somewhat younger, t(896) = 4.17, p <.001 and consisted of relatively more men, x2(1, N = 900) = 8.58, p 
<.01, than the group of Dutch respondents included in the experiment. No significant difference was found 
with respect to educational attainment.
6 Schafer and Graham (2002), argue that list-wise deletion of missing values is not the most sophisticated 
method to deal with missing values, but if less than 5 percent of the respondents is excluded from the 
data-set, list-wise deletion is acceptable as the results are not biased due to the procedure.
7 In both waves opposition to ethnic school policy seemed higher in the dual frame condition where in­
group costs were emphasized after in-group benefits, but the differences between the dual frame 
conditions were not significant. A Student's t-Test showed for 2000 a mean difference of .14 (SE 
difference .16) and for 2005 a mean difference of .08 (SE difference .13).
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8 Question wording for the ethnic-threat items: The arrival of ethnic minorities in the Netherlands is a threat 
to our own culture. In the allocation of houses, ethnic minorities get a turn before Dutch people. One day, 
Dutch people will be fired in order to hire ethnic minorities. I worry that my neighbourhood will decline due 
to the arrival of ethnic minorities. I sometimes worry that my financial prospects will decline due to the 
presence of ethnic minorities. Respondents stated their answers on a scale from (1) totally agree to (5) 
totally disagree. The answers were recoded in such a way that a higher score refers to more ethnic threat.
9 Question wording for the political ideology items: To what extent do you consider the following 
important? Contributing to the reduction of income differences. Promoting equality in society. Breaking 
through existing power relations. Contributing to a society in which everyone has a voice. Respondents 
stated their answers on a scale from (1) very important to (5) unimportant.
10 We also examined the effect of (family) income but it did not affect the level of opposition to ethnic 
school policies in the different conditions, nor did it alter the effects of the other variables included.
11 Since the number of respondents included in the experiment in round 2000 was small, regression 
analyses were limited to the experiment in round 2005.
12 To test for the statistical significance of the difference in regression coefficients between the different 
framing conditions, we added categorical variables for question version (with the unframed version as 
reference category) and terms for the product of this variable with each of the determinants in the 
equations. We followed a hierarchical procedure; demographic variables were included in the first model, 
followed by preservation of social relations in the second model, and perceived ethnic threat in the third 
and final model (see appendix for the three hierarchical regression models including interactions with the 
different framing conditions). SPSS Mixed Procedure was used to evaluate the current regression models 
against models not assuming homoscedasticity; a likelihood ratio test showed no improvement in model fit 
when estimating heterogeneous residual variances for the different framing conditions.
13 In 2005, a chi-square test showed a small association between conditions and gender x2 (3, N = 1141) 
= 9.78, p < .05.
14 As the different models lead to the same conclusions, the table only reports differences in regression 
coefficients found in the final model, where all the variables of interest were included. The different 
models, including all main effects and interaction terms are reported in Appendix 2B.
15 Accounts on issue framing also suggest a higher responsiveness to issue frames among highly 
educated (Sniderman & Gould, 1999; Zaller, 1992). The account reads that political values, if brought to 
bear, can influence responses to ethnic-targeted policies. But whether citizens bring to bear the values 
they hold on the choices they make depends, among others, on the individual's level of education. We 
examined this proposition by including interaction terms between level of education and preservation of 
social relations in the different hierarchical models; no significant interactions were found.
16 Initially we included two dummy variables in the models, one for respondents with children that attend 
school and one for respondents with children that do not attend school. For both variables, respondents 
without children formed the reference category. No relationship was found between these dummy 
variables and rejection of ethnic-targeted school policies across the models of the control group and the
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experimental conditions. Upon these findings, we decided to include only the dummy variable, as 
described in the method section.
17 A comparison of standardised parameter estimates of preservation of social relations (Beta = 0.16) and 
perceived ethnic threat (Beta = 0.21) (in the unframed condition) reveals that the latter variable has a 
stronger effect on opposition to ethnic school policy (other standardised estimates are available from the 
author).
18 All (non-significant) interaction results in the paper were robust to modifications in the models; including 
only one set of interactions at a time, e.g. interactions between threat and the three frames, thereby 
assuming all other effects to be stable across frames, did not alter the results found.
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Part 2
The effect of 
neighbourhood composition 
on opposition to ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods

4. Neighbourhood composition and discomfort with 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods1
4.1. Introduction
Although there is a general consensus that feelings of discomfort with ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods play a role in shaping patterns of ethnic residential segregation, there is 
considerable scholarly debate about the origins of this discomfort.1 Some state that 
discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods results from negative attitudes towards 
ethnic minorities -  that is negative stereotypes or perceived threat from ethnic minorities 
(Bobo & Zubrinsky, 1996; Charles, 2000; Krysan, 2002). Others argue that it is not the 
ethnic composition as such, but rather the relatively low status characteristics 
associated with ethnic minorities or ethnically mixed neighbourhoods (Clark, 1986, 1988; 
Ellen, 2000; Harris, 1999, 2001; Leven et al., 1976; Taub, Taylor & Dunham, 1984).
Whereas the number of U.S. studies on the causes and consequences of ethnic 
residential segregation is substantial, little research has been done in the European 
context, in spite of recent studies that report high levels of ethnic residential segregation 
in European cities (Logan, 2006; Musterd, 2005; Musterd & De Vos, 2007). The present 
study focuses on discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods among the Dutch 
population. In previous U.S. research, discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods 
has been documented by asking respondents to consider and react to hypothetical 
neighbourhoods varying in the numerical size of the subordinate ethnic group (Farley et 
al., 1978, 1994). We replicated, but also extended, these studies by independently 
manipulating the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group. To our 
knowledge, this is the first study in the European context that employs a survey-based 
experiment to assess the 'net' effect of relative ethnic group size. Furthermore, we aim 
to investigate the complex and contingent nature of discomfort by examining the role of 
neighbourhood composition, individual determinants (demographic characteristics and 
ethnic group perceptions), as well as their interactions. We draw on key paradigms in 
this line of research and perform hierarchical linear modelling to test our hypotheses 
adequately.
We set out to answer the following research questions: (1): To what extent does 
the relative size of the resident ethnic minority group influence people's level of 
discomfort, above and beyond the educational status of the resident ethnic minority
f A slightly different version of this chapter is currently under review, co-authors are Marcel Coenders, 
Peer Scheepers and Maria Krysan. A previous draft of this chapter has been presented at the Conference 
at Juan March Institute, Madrid (October, 2009).
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group? (2): To what extent are differences in the level of discomfort related to 
independent individual socio-demographic characteristics and ethnic group perceptions? 
(3): To what extent do the independent individual determinants of discomfort vary with 
(3a) the relative size of the resident ethnic minority group and (3b) the educational 
status of the resident ethnic minority group?
The answers to these questions shed light on the mechanisms through which 
neighbourhood composition affects discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. 
These questions are hence relevant for understanding one of the causes of ethnic 
residential segregation in the Netherlands as well as in other ethnic heterogeneous 
countries such as the United States or other European nations.
4.2. Theories and hypotheses
4.2.1. Situational characteristics: neighbourhood composition
In order to explain the influence of neighbourhood composition on discomfort, we set out 
to explore two conflicting paradigms: ethnic competition theory and the ethnic-proxy 
hypothesis.2 Central to ethnic competition theory is the proposition that competition over 
scarce resources between ethnic groups reinforces ethnic exclusionary reactions. The 
theory poses that the level of competition increases with the numerical size of the ethnic 
minority group relative to the dominant group (Blalock, 1967; Bobo, 1999; Coser, 1956; 
Levine & Campbell, 1972; Olzak, 1992; Quillian 1995, 1996; Scheepers et al., 2002; 
Sherif & Sherif, 1979). To the extent that attitudes towards ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods can be construed as one dimension of ethnic exclusionism, 
explanations proposed by ethnic competition theory should also hold for discomfort. 
Accordingly, we formulate the hypothesis that people express higher levels of discomfort 
when the relative size of the resident ethnic minority group is larger (H1).
Other scholars argue that it is not the ethnic composition per se that underlies 
feelings of discomfort; instead, ethnicity is a proxy for socioeconomic status (Clark, 
1986, 1992; Ellen, 2000; Harris, 1999, 2001; Leven et al., 1976; Taub et al., 1984, but 
also see Galster, 1988, 1989). This ethnic-proxy hypothesis poses that discomfort with 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods is the result of perceived ethnic group differences in 
socioeconomic status characteristics and associated differences in values and lifestyle: 
People associate ethnically mixed neighbourhoods with low socioeconomic status 
characteristics and fear that the people living in those neighbourhoods may not adhere 
to mainstream values (Harris, 1999, 2001; Jencks & Mayer, 1990). Following this 
rationale, it is expected that people who are told that the resident ethnic minority group
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is highly educated will report lower levels of discomfort (H2) and their level of discomfort 
will be less strongly related to the relative size of the resident ethnic minority group (H3).
4.2.2. Individual-level characteristics
We build the expectations with regard to the effects of individual demographic 
characteristics and ethnic group perceptions on ethnic competition theory and the 
ethnic-proxy hypothesis. We also discuss the role of prejudice and individual's 'stake in 
the neighbourhood'; two additional accounts that garnered significant attention in this 
line of research (Bobo & Zubrinsky, 1996; Charles, 2000; Krysan et al., 2009; 
Timberlake, 2000).
Individual conditions
First, following ethnic competition theory, less privileged individuals, holding similar 
positions to ethnic minorities, may experience higher levels of competition and therefore 
display a stronger support for ethnic exclusionism (e.g. Bobo & Hutchings, 1996; 
Quillian, 1995; Scheepers et al., 2002).3 Farley et al. (1994) argued that less privileged 
families may report more discomfort because they do not possess the resources to 
move to a different neighbourhood, should that become desirable. Following these 
accounts we expect lower educated and individuals with a lower income to report higher 
levels of discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods (H4).
A more specific focus in this research domain suggests that people who have a 
stake in the neighbourhood will report more discomfort -  with self-interest as the 
underlying mechanism. First, parents with school children may be more concerned 
about their children's safety and the quality of the schools (Ellen, 2000; Harris, 1999). 
Second, homeowners have a financial as well as a psychological investment to protect. 
If for whatever reason -  e.g. property values -  the presence of out-group members is 
perceived as less desirable, the permanence of ownership might reinforce feelings of 
discomfort (Charles, 2000). Hence, we expect parents with school children and 
homeowners to report higher levels of discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods 
(H5).
Individual perceptions
Following the ethnic-proxy hypothesis, people prefer to have as few low socioeconomic 
status neighbours as possible (e.g. Harris, 1999, 2001). Accordingly, we expect that the 
level of discomfort will be higher to the extent that people estimate the economic
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position of ethnic minorities to be more unfavourable, or more unfavourable relative to 
the position of the dominant group (H 6 )4
Another conflicting account with regard to out-group perceptions stresses the role 
of prejudice in discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods (Bobo & Zubrinsky, 
1996; Charles, 2000; Krysan et al., 2009; Timberlake, 2000). Prejudice is typically 
defined as an irrational antipathy against minority groups and is heavily imbued with 
negative ethnic stereotypes (e.g. Allport, 1954). From this account, we derive the 
expectation that, people who hold negative stereotypes about ethnic minorities will 
report higher levels of discomfort (H7). Consistent with the prejudice hypothesis, the 
effect of perceived class difference on discomfort tends to be smaller than the effect of 
ethnic stereotyping (Charles, 2000; Timberlake, 2000).
Finally, out-group perceptions can also reflect perceived threat from ethnic 
minorities. Ethnic competition theory poses that perceived ethnic threat to collective 
resources induces ethnic exclusionary reactions (Blalock, 1967; Blumer, 1958; Bobo & 
Hutchings, 1996; Oliver & Mendelberg, 2000; Taylor, 1998). A recent study shows that 
Europeans have a stronger preference for an ethnic homogeneous neighbourhood to 
the extent that they perceive more threat on the part of the ethnic out-group (Semyonov 
et al., 2007). Following ethnic competition theory, we expect that people who perceive 
more threat from ethnic minorities will report higher levels of discomfort (H8).
4.2.3. Interactions between individual-level characteristics and neighbourhood 
composition
Research shows that the effects of individual characteristics on ethnic exclusionism 
interact with contextual competitive conditions like the relative size of the subordinate 
ethnic group (e.g. Quillian, 1995; Scheepers et al., 2002). Only a few studies have 
examined whether this finding may be generalized to discomfort (e.g. Krysan et al., 
2009), and to our knowledge, no studies have investigated whether the individual 
determinants interact with the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group. 
We examine whether the effects of individual determinants on discomfort vary due to the 
relative ethnic group size and the educational status of the resident ethnic minority 
group. These interactions, by their nature, involve combinations of, on the one hand, the 
hypotheses on the individual determinants and on the other hand, the hypotheses on 
neighbourhood composition.
Following this rationale, we expect that those individuals, who are more 
susceptible to ethnic competition, will be more responsive to the relative ethnic group 
size. This may hold for less privileged people, those who have a stake in the 
neighbourhood and those who perceive more threat on the part of ethnic minorities (e.g. 
Quillian, 1995; Scheepers et al., 2002). Second, it is to be expected that people who
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endorse negative ethnic stereotypes are more sensitive to variations in ethnic group size 
as they probably desire fewer ethnic minorities in the locale. Along this line, U.S. 
research has shown that people who endorse negative ethnic stereotypes are more 
strongly influenced in their neighbourhood evaluations by the share of ethnic minority 
residents (Krysan et al., 2009). Finally, to the extent that discomfort is driven by status 
concerns, the effect of perceived class (difference) should increase with the relative size 
of the resident ethnic minority group (e.g. Harris, 1999, 2001; Leven et al., 1976). 
Building on these explications, we formulate the general hypothesis that the 
independent individual determinants will be more strongly associated with discomfort 
when the relative size of the ethnic minority group is larger (H9).
The educational status of the resident ethnic minority group may also moderate 
the effects of individual determinants on discomfort. To begin with, the effect of 
perceived class (difference) should be reduced once people learn that the resident 
ethnic minority group is highly educated (e.g. Harris, 1999, 2001; Leven et al., 1976). As 
they have more invested in the neighbourhood, homeowners and people with school 
children may be especially sensitive to a high educational status of resident ethnic 
minorities, possibly decreasing their level of discomfort, relative to that of renters and 
people without children (Charles, 2000; Ellen, 2000; Harris, 1999). Since ethnic 
minorities are generally overrepresented among the lower social strata, we assume that 
less privileged individuals may experience higher levels of ethnic competition. Building 
on these notions of ethnic competition theory (e.g. Quillian, 1995; Scheepers et al., 
2002), the effects of respondent's level of education and income may consequently be 
weaker once people are informed that the resident ethnic minority group is highly 
educated.
Particularly important is the degree to which the educational status of the resident 
ethnic minority group interacts with ethnic group perceptions. We derive the 
expectations from research in cognitive psychology and ethnic competition theory. 
Following the first line of research, people's affects, cognitions and behavioural 
tendencies are less likely based on their stereotypes when the target's attributes are 
inconsistent with their stereotypical expectations (e.g. Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). Thus, 
negative ethnic stereotypes may be less closely linked to discomfort once people learn 
that the resident ethnic minority group is highly educated. Following ethnic competition 
theory, perceived ethnic threat may interact negatively with the educational status of the 
resident ethnic minority group as threats to economic and cultural resources (e.g. Oliver 
& Mendelberg, 2000; Taylor, 1998) may be less salient in the presence of highly 
educated ethnic minorities. Having obtained a higher educational degree signifies that 
these residents will be less dependent upon welfare benefits. Perhaps more important, it 
suggests that these minorities are well integrated and that their children may have a 
better proficiency in the Dutch language. Building on these explications, we formulate
87
Chapter 4
the general hypothesis that the independent individual determinants will be less strongly 
associated with discomfort once people learn that the resident ethnic minority group is 
highly educated (H10).
4.3. Data and methods
The experiment we present was carried out as part of round 2005 of the Dutch, cross­
sectional survey 'Social and Cultural Developments in the Netherlands' (SOCON: 
Eisinga et al., 2011). SOCON 2005 consisted of a probability sample of households, 
drawing on addresses from the national post company as the sampling frame. Face-to- 
face interviews were conducted in 2005-2006 with a randomly selected resident (18 to 
70 years old) of each sampled household (response rate of 56%). The final sample 
consists of 1,375 respondents, including random samples of 1,199 native Dutch and 107 
western migrants In the group of western migrants, a majority had parents who were 
born in another European country (68%). Other western migrants had at least one 
parent who was born in Indonesia (29%) or North-America (3%).5 The distribution of 
sample characteristics on key social background characteristics such as gender, age, 
region, and degree of urbanization closely resembled the population distribution. To be 
able to use all available data from all respondents, we used multiple imputations to 
complete the dataset. Following this procedure, 1,273 cases were included in the 
analyses.6
4.3.1. Design of the study
To assess the levels of discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods, we used an 
approach developed by Farley et al. (1978, 1994). Respondents were presented with a 
series of cards showing different compositions of ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. 
Respondents were first shown an all-white neighbourhood and were asked to imagine 
that they lived in such a neighbourhood. They were next presented with cards showing 
greater percentages of ethnic minority families. These cards show hypothetical 
neighbourhoods with 1, 3, 5, and 8 ethnic minority families (out of 15), which correspond 
to neighbourhoods that consist of 7%, 20%, 33% and 53% ethnic minority families, 
respectively (see Figure 4.1).
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Figure 4.1 Neighbourhood diagrams used to measure discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods
7% Scenario 20% Scenario
D 0 D t 0 0 0 0 a 0
0 0 YourHouse 0 0 t 0 YourHouse 0 0
D 0 0 0 0 0 * 0 0 0
33% Scenario 53% Scenario
i 0 0 t 0 a 0 a 0 t
D 0 YourHouse t 0 t 0 YourHouse t t
0 t 0 0 É 0 t t 0 0
After each card (except after the all-white neighbourhood), respondents were 
asked to indicate how comfortable they would feel living in such an ethnically mixed 
neighbourhood, using a four-point scale, ranging from 'very comfortable' to 'very 
uncomfortable'. To assess the way levels of discomfort vary with the educational 
background of the resident ethnic minority group, we extended this approach by 
incorporating a split-ballot design. Respondents were randomly assigned to one of two 
question versions: ‘education level unspecified' (n = 874), and ‘highly educated minority 
residents' (n = 431). The neighbourhood diagrams were the same for both question 
versions, but respondents assigned to the last version were told that the ethnic minority 
families living in the neighbourhood are highly educated. In the unspecified question 
version respondents were not informed about the educational status of the resident 
ethnic minority group. Table 4.1 shows the two question versions presented.
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Table 4.1 Split-ballot design for the discomfort question versions
Discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods
Education level unspecified Highly educated minority residents
The next card shows 15 houses. Please, try to The next card shows 15 houses. Please, try to
imagine living in this neighbourhood. imagine living in this neighbourhood.
A black house designates that an ethnic minority A black house designates that a highly educated
family is living there. ethnic minority family is living there.
How comfortable or uncomfortable would you feel How comfortable or uncomfortable would you feel
living in this neighbourhood? living in this neighbourhood?
4.3.2. Measurements
Two characteristics of neighbourhood composition were systematically varied in this 
study. The first, out-group size is measured by the percentage of ethnic minority 
residents depicted on the series of neighbourhood cards. The variable ranges from 7% 
to 53%. We subtracted 7 from the scale, such that the intercept in the analyses refers to 
7% ethnic minorities in the neighbourhood. In addition we created a dummy variable 
(educated minority) to indicate question version. This dummy variable was coded (0) for 
the unspecified version and (1) for the highly educated minority version.
Level o f respondent's education is measured by the highest level of education 
completed, ranging from (1) primary education to (7) university degree or higher. 
Household income is measured as the gross monthly household income in Euro's. As 
this variable was rather skewed, we computed the natural logarithm of the respondent's 
household income to correct for influential cases on the higher end of the scale. We 
constructed two dummy variables for people whose children attend school and people 
whose children do not attend school. For both variables, the category of people who do 
not have any children constitutes the reference category. Finally, we constructed the 
dummy variable homeownership, the category of people who rent a house forms the 
reference category.
We constructed several measures for out-group perceptions of ethnic minorities. 
In line with previous research (Bobo & Zubrinsky, 1996), we tapped perceived class 
(difference) with two measures. The first is a question that asked respondents to 
indicate the economic status of ethnic minorities using an 11-point scale from poor (0) to 
rich (10). We reversed the score so that a high score refers to a low perceived economic 
status of ethnic minorities. The second measure is a difference score between 
respondent's in-group rating on this measure and respondent's out-group rating. Higher
90
Neighbourhood composition and discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods
scores refer to larger differences between the perceived economic status of the Dutch 
compared to ethnic minorities.
Respondents were also asked to indicate on an 11-point scale whether ethnic 
minorities are never (0) or often (10) involved in crime and easy (0) or difficult (10) to get 
along with. The measure ethnic stereotyping was constructed by calculating the mean 
score on these two items (Cronbach's alpha = 0.51). Finally, we constructed a scale for 
perceived threat from ethnic minorities by calculating the mean score of four items 
referring to different sources (economic and cultural) of collective threat from ethnic 
minorities (Cronbach's alpha = 0.79).7
We also included a set of control variables. Two of these variables take into 
account the actual neighbourhood characteristics of the respondents: the percentage of 
non-Western minorities at the five-digit zip code (Statistics Netherlands, 2004; Völker, 
Flap & Lindenberg, 2007) and the gross monthly income in Euro's at the five-digit zip 
code (Statistics Netherlands, 2004).8 Finally, we included age and a dummy variable for 
gender. Appendix 4A reports the means and standard deviations of the independent 
variables.
4.3.3. Strategy of analyses
Our analyses exploited the within-subjects experimental design of this study through the 
use of hierarchical linear models. This approach allowed us to simultaneously model the 
effects of different measurement occasions (i.e. four neighbourhood diagrams with 
varying out-group size), the individual-level effects and their interactions (Singer & 
Willet, 2003). To model these effects, we used the software program SPSS 17.0 with full 
maximum-likelihood (FML) estimation. The dependent variables were the levels of 
discomfort for the four neighbourhoods presented. We fitted two-level models with 
multiple measurements of discomfort (level 1) within subjects (level 2). The first-level 
predictor, the predictor with values that vary across measurement occasions, was the 
within-subject factor out-group size. The second-level predictors were question version 
(unspecified versus highly educated minority residents) and the set of individual 
demographic characteristics and ethnic group perceptions.
Following the sequence of the hypotheses, we first examined whether the level of 
discomfort varies with the size and the educational status of the resident ethnic minority 
group. These analyses tested the effect of out-group size, net of the educational status 
of the resident ethnic minority group (hypotheses 1-3). Next, we tested the effects of the 
individual determinants on the level of discomfort (hypotheses 4-8). We used a 
hierarchical procedure: in the first model we introduced the control variables and 
individual demographic characteristics. In the second model we entered ethnic 
stereotyping and perceived class (difference). In the final model perceived ethnic threat
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was added to the equation. We subsequently entered a series of cross-level interactions 
between out-group size and the individual determinants to test whether the effects of the 
individual determinants vary due to the relative size of the resident ethnic minority group 
(hypothesis 9). In the fourth and last set of analyses we added a series of interactions 
between the random question version and the individual determinants to test whether 
the effects of the individual determinants hinge upon the educational status of the 
resident ethnic minority group (hypothesis 10). Because we specified clear directions for 
the hypotheses, we used one-tailed tests to assess the significance of the main effects 
and the interaction terms (a < .05; one-tailed).
Inspection of the variance inflation factors (VIF) showed no serious problems of 
collinearity (Menard, 2002). All variables, except the dummy variables, were mean 
centered before the analyses. Before turning to the analyses, we first established that 
respondents randomly assigned to the two question versions (highly educated versus 
education unspecified) did not significantly differ on a number of standard demographic 
variables. We found no significant associations between the question version and level 
of education, age and gender.9
4.4. Results
When presented with diagrams of ethnically mixed neighbourhoods, to what extent does 
size of the resident ethnic minority group influence people's level of discomfort -  above 
and beyond the conveyed educational characteristics of the resident ethnic minority 
group? Figure 4.2 shows the cumulative percentages of respondents indicating they 
would feel uncomfortable in the neighbourhood. The figure shows a consistent increase 
in the level of discomfort with a larger relative out-group size. This pattern holds for both 
question versions; 'education level unspecified' and 'highly educated minority residents'. 
Overall levels of discomfort are lower among people who are told that the resident ethnic 
minority group is highly educated.
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Figure 4.2 Percentage of respondents indicating they would feel uncomfortable in the neighbourhood: 
'education level unspecified' and 'highly educated minority residents'
Question version
Education level 
unspecified 
Highly educated 
minority residents
7 % 2 0% 3 3% 53%
% Ethnic minorities in the neighbourhood
Note: The denominator for each percentage is the total number of Dutch majority members for 
respectively the unspecified question version and the highly educated question version, answering each of 
the four neighbourhood questions presented. n (education level unspecified) = 784; n (highly educated 
minority residents) = 393.
4.4.1. Initial analyses
The first model of Table 4.2 shows the unconditional means (or variance components) 
model without the fixed effects of any of the predictor variables. The model shows that 
about 46% of the variance in discomfort is due to differences between persons; about 
55% of the variance is person-level variance. In the second model, we add the random 
slope for the effect of out-group size. The results show a significant improvement in 
model fit as compared to Model 1 (A-2*loglikelihood = 3630.581 with 3 degrees of
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freedom). Adding the random slope for out-group size reduces the person-level variance 
by about 74%. Finally, we compare the random slope model for out-group size with a 
model in which the effect of out-group size is fixed (not displayed in the table); the 
random model reveals a significant improvement in model fit (A-2*loglikelihood = 
897.811 with 2 degrees of freedom).
Table 4.2 Results of multilevel models for the level of discomfort: unconditional means model,
unconditional growth curve model, effects of group size and question version
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Intercept 2.118 (0.022)*** 1.519 (0.021)*** 1.604 (0.025)*** 1.586 (0.025)***
Level 1
Out-group size 0.028 (0.001)*** 0.028 (0.001)*** 0.029 (0.001)***
Level 2
Question (unspecified=ref.) 
Educated minority 
Cross-level interaction 
Educ. minority* group size 
Level 1 within variance 0.551 (0.013) 0.139 (0.004)
-0.257 (0.042)*** 
0.139 (0.004)
-0.202 (0.044)***
-0.005 (0.001)*** 
0.139 (0.004)
Level 2 between variance 
Intercept 0.458 (0.024) 0.455 (0.022) 0.446 (0.022) 0.446 (0.022)
Slope 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Covariance -0.001 (0.000) -0.002 (0.000) -0.002 (0.000)
-2*Log likelihood 12836.995 9206.414 9170.679 9152.047
Note: N=1273. Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 
fp < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
4.4.2. Effect of neighbourhood composition
The statistical tests of the effects of group size and educational status of the resident 
ethnic minority group confirm the descriptive pattern displayed in Figure 4.2: out-group 
size is positively related to the level of discomfort (Table 4.2, Model 2). This finding 
support hypothesis H1. In the third model of Table 4.2, we add the main effect of 
question version. Consistent with hypothesis H2, we find that people, who are told that 
the resident minority group is highly educated, show lower levels of discomfort. Finally, 
Table 4.2 (Model 4) shows a significant cross-level interaction between out-group size in 
the neighbourhood and the question version presented. In accordance with hypothesis 
H3, people are less influenced in their level of discomfort by the relative ethnic group 
size once they learn that the resident ethnic minority group is highly educated.
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4.4.3. Effects of individual-level characteristics
Table 4.3 presents the parameter estimates of the individual demographic 
characteristics and ethnic group perceptions. We first discuss the results for the 
individual demographic characteristics (Model 1). In accordance with hypothesis H4, we 
find higher levels of discomfort among people with a lower level of education and a 
lower income. Contrary to the expectation, homeowners and people with school children 
do not express more discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. Thus, we have to 
refute the hypothesis regarding people who have a stake in the neighbourhood (H5).
Table 4.3 Results of multilevel models for the level of discomfort: main effects of individual conditions,
stake in the neighbourhood, out-group perceptions and perceived ethnic threat
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 1.638 (0.054)*** 1.637 (0.052)*** 1.633 (0.050)***
Level 1
Out-group size 0.028 (0.001)*** 0.028 (0.001)*** 0.028 (0.001)***
Level 2
Educ. minority (unspecified=ref.) -0.272 (0.041)*** -0.274 (0.040)*** -0.287 (0.038)***
Respondent education -0.045 (0.012)*** -0.019 (0.012) 0.007 (0.012)
Income -0.059 (0.036)f -0.076 (0.035)* -0.062 (0.032)f
Children (no child=ref.)
Schoolchild -0.081 (0.055) -0.077 (0.053) -0.073 (0.051)
Child not school going 0.095 (0.060) 0.053 (0.058) 0.042 (0.055)
Homeowner (renter=ref.) -0.055 (0.046) -0.027 (0.045) -0.006 (0.043)
Perceived low class 0.052 (0.017)** 0.037 (0.016)*
Perceived class difference -0.040 (0.014)** -0.015 (0.014)
Ethnic stereotyping 0.123 (0.013)*** 0.083 (0.013)***
Perceived ethnic threat 0.270 (0.024)***
Age 0.001 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.003 (0.001)f
Female (male=ref.) -0.043 (0.039) -0.053 (0.038) -0.056 (0.036)
Minorities zip-code -0.014 (0.003)*** -0.013 (0.003)*** -0.013 (0.002)***
Income zip-code 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Level 1 within variance 0.139 (0.004) 0.139 (0.004) 0.139 (0.004)
Level 2 between variance
Intercept 0.429 (0.021) 0.407 (0.020) 0.391 (0.020)
Slope 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Covariance -0.002 (0.000) -0.002 (0.000) -0.004 (0.000)
-2*Log likelihood 9091.935 a 8991.220 8871.416
(9088.126- (8987.293- (8866.645-
9093.712) 8993.297) 8879.455)
Note: N=1273. Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 
aThe range of -2*Loglikelihood across the imputed datasets. 
fp < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Next, we turn to the relation between out-group perceptions and discomfort. 
When we add perceived low class and perceived class difference, both terms reveal a 
significant effect on the level of discomfort (Model 2).10 But, in contrast to the 
expectation (H6), people who perceive a larger difference in economic status between 
Dutch and ethnic minorities report less discomfort, while people who believe that ethnic 
minorities are poor, report more discomfort. The latter suggests that people are indeed 
inclined to avoid residents who have a lower economic status. Turning to the effect of 
negative ethnic stereotyping, we find that the parameter estimate is in accordance with 
the expectation (H7): the more people endorse negative stereotypes about ethnic 
minorities, the more they express discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods.
Finally, we turn to the relation between perceived ethnic threat and discomfort 
(Model 3). As expected (H8), people who perceive more threat on the part of ethnic 
minorities express more discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. The effects of 
perceived low class and perceived class difference are strongly reduced as compared to 
Model 2. Perceived class difference does not have an independent effect on discomfort, 
once we control for perceived ethnic threat. The standardised parameter estimates (not 
displayed in the table) show that ethnic stereotyping (Beta = 0.13) and perceived ethnic 
threat (Beta = 0. 23) are stronger predictors of discomfort than perceived low class (Beta 
= 0.06) and perceived class difference (Beta = -0.03).
4.4.4. Interaction effects
Next, we investigate whether the effects of individual demographic characteristics and 
ethnic group perceptions vary by the relative size of the resident ethnic minority group. 
We expected that, regardless of the precise reason for the link between the individual 
characteristic and discomfort, the relation should be stronger as the relative size of the 
resident ethnic minority group to the dominant group is larger (H9). The results of the 
cross-level interactions with out-group size are reported in table 4.4.
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Table 4.4 Results of multilevel models for the level of discomfort: cross-level interactions with out-group
group size
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 1.657 (0.056)*** 1.661 (0.054)*** 1.664 (0.053)***
Level 1
Out-group size 0.026 (0.001)*** 0.023 (0.001)*** 0.025 (0.001)***
Level 2
Educ. minority (unspecified=ref.) -0.211 (0.043)*** -0.206 (0.042)*** -0.208 (0.042)***
Respondent education -0.025 (0.013)f -0.002 (0.013) 0.019 (0.013)
Income -0.062 (0.039) -0.076 (0.038)f -0.067 (0.037)f
Children (no child=ref.)
Schoolchild -0.106 (0.058)f -0.110 (0.057)f -0.108 (0.056)f
Child not school going 0.055 (0.062) 0.013 (0.060) -0.003 (0.058)
Homeowner (renter=ref.) -0.080 (0.049) -0.059 (0.048) -0.048 (0.047)
Perceived low class 0.041 (0.018)* 0.029 (0.018)f
Perceived class difference -0.032 (0.016)* -0.014 (0.015)
Ethnic stereotyping 0.101 (0.014)*** 0.070 (0.014)***
Perceived ethnic threat 0.190 (0.027)***
Age 0.001 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.003 (0.002)f
Female (male=ref.) -0.043 (0.039) -0.053 (0.038) -0.056 (0.036)
Minorities zip-code -0.014 (0.003)*** -0.013 (0.003)*** -0.013 (0.002)***
Income zip-code 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Cross-level interactions
Educated minority*group size -0.005 (0.001)*** -0.005 (0.001)*** -0.005 (0.001)***
Respondent education*group size -0.002 (0.000)*** -0.001 (0.000)*** -0.001 (0.000) *
Income*group size 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0.001)
Schoolchild*group size 0.002 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002)
Child*group size 0.004 (0.001)* 0.003 (0.001)* 0.003 (0.001)*
Owner*group size 0.002 (0.001)f 0.003 (0.001 )f 0.003 (0.001)*
Perceived low class*group size 0.001 (0.001) 0.000 (0.001)
Perceived class diff.*group size -0.001 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Ethnic stereotyping*group size 0.002 (0.000)* 0.001 (0.002)*
Perceived ethnic threat*group size 0.005 (0.001) ***
Level 1 within variance 0.139 (0.004) 0.139 (0.004) 0.139 (0.004)
Level 2 between variance
Intercept 0.427 (0.021) 0.402 (0.020) 0.382 (0.019)
Slope 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Covariance -0.002 (0.000) -0.002 (0.000) -0.003 (0.000)
-2*Log likelihood 9035.1402 8910.780 8740.104
a(9031.562- (8907.304- (8735.840-
9037.802) 8913.519) 8743.871)
Note: N=1273. Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. fp < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
aThe range of -2*Loglikelihood across the imputed datasets.
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The results (Table 4.4, Model 1) show a significant negative interaction term for 
respondent's education and relative ethnic group size. The latter indicates that the 
negative effect of education is stronger when the relative ethnic group size is larger, 
which is in accordance with the expectation. Consistent with the hypothesis, we also find 
that homeowners express more discomfort with a larger relative out-group size, albeit 
the main effect of ownership is not significant. Likewise, we find that, compared to 
respondents without children, respondents with children (but not schoolchildren) express 
more discomfort with a larger relative out-group size, albeit the main effect of having 
children is not significant. The results show no interactions between relative out-group 
size and the other individual socio-demographic characteristics in the models.
Turning to the cross-level interactions for out-group perceptions we find, in 
accordance with the hypothesis, that people who endorse negative ethnic stereotypes 
express more discomfort with a larger size of the resident ethnic minority group in the 
locale (Table 4.4, Model 2). The positive interaction term between ethnic threat and 
relative ethnic group size is also in line with the hypothesis (Table 4.4, Model 3); people 
who perceive more threat on the part of ethnic minorities express more discomfort with a 
larger relative out-group size. The cross-level interactions with perceived lower class or 
perceived class differences do not reach significance.
Finally, we investigate whether the effects of individual demographic 
characteristics and ethnic group perceptions vary due to the level of education of the 
resident ethnic minority group (Table 4.5). Regardless of the precise reason for the link 
between the individual characteristics and discomfort, we expected the relation between 
these individual determinants and discomfort to be weaker once people learn that the 
resident ethnic minority group is highly educated (H10).
In accordance with the expectation, we find a negative interaction between ethnic 
stereotyping and the educational background of the resident ethnic minority group 
(Table 4.5, Model 2); people who endorse negative ethnic stereotypes express less 
discomfort once they are told that the resident ethnic minority group is highly educated. 
In line with the hypothesis, we also find a weaker effect of perceived ethnic threat 
among people who are told that the resident ethnic minority group is highly educated 
(Table 4.5, Model 3). None of the other interactions in the models reach significance.
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Table 4.5 Results of multilevel models for the level of discomfort: interactions with educational status of
the resident ethnic minority group
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 1.643 (0.060)*** 1.625 (0.058)*** 1.602 (0.056)***
Level 1
Out-group size 0.028 (0.001)*** 0.028 (0.001)*** 0.028 (0.001)***
Level 2
Educ. minority (unspecified=ref.) -0.293 (0.094)** -0.261 (0.090)** -0.227 (0.086)**
Respondent education -0.036 (0.015)* -0.006 (0.015) 0.021 (0.015)
Income -0.032 (0.046) -0.044 (0.043) -0.037 (0.040)
Children (no child=ref.)
Schoolchild -0.090 (0.067) -0.097 (0.064) -0.081 (0.061)
Child (not school going) 0.096 (0.068) 0.063 (0.066) 0.064 (0.062)
Homeowner -0.055 (0.055) -0.005 (0.053) 0.030 (0.051)
Perceived low class 0.046 (0.020)* 0.032 (0.019)f
Perceived class difference -0.038 (0.018)* -0.009 (0.017)
Ethnic stereotyping 0.145 (0.015)*** 0.097 (0.015)***
Perceived ethnic threat 0.304 (0.030)***
Age 0.001 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.003 (0.002/
Female (male=ref.) -0.040 (0.039) -0.048 (0.038) -0.052 (0.036)
Minorities zip-code -0.014 (0.003)*** -0.013 (0.003)*** -0.013 (0.002)***
Income zip-code 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Interactions
Resp. education*educ. minority -0.029 (0.026) -0.036 (0.027) -0.042 (0.026)
Income*educ. minority -0.070 (0.073) -0.073 (0.071) -0.064 (0.067)
Schoolchild*educ. minority 0.023 (0.112) 0.048 (0.108) 0.021 (0.103)
Child*educ. minority -0.003 (0.097) -0.012 (0.094) -0.043 (0.090)
Owner*educ. minority 0.007 (0.095) -0.046 (0.092) -0.081 (0.087)
Perceived low class*educ. minority 0.008 (0.035) 0.011 (0.034)
Perceived class dif.*educ. minority -0.002 (0.030) -0.016 (0.029)
Ethnic stereotyping*educ. minority -0.059 (0.027)* -0.034 (0.027)
Perceived ethnic threat*educ. min. -0.112 (0.051)*
Level 1 within variance 0.139 (0.004) 0.139(0.004) 0.139 (0.004)
Level 2 between variance
Intercept 0.427 (0.021) 0.401 (0.020) 0.383 (0.020)
Slope 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Covariance -0.002 (0.000) -0.003 (0.000) -0.004 (0.000)
-2*Log likelihood 9088.149 8980.101 8856.379
a(9084.184- (8976.033- (8851.912-
9090.292) 8982.632) 8864.801)
Note: N=1273. Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. fp < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 
aThe range of -2*Loglikelihood across the imputed datasets.
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In this study we set out to describe differences in feelings of discomfort with ethnically 
mixed neighbourhoods among the Dutch population. The major goal of this contribution 
was to examine whether the relative size of the resident ethnic minority group has an 
effect on the level of discomfort, independent of the educational status of the resident 
ethnic minority group. To assess the level of discomfort, we partly replicated, but also 
extended studies by Farley et al. (1978, 1994). We considered this issue particularly 
important because research shows that ethnic segregation across European cities is 
widespread (Logan, 2006; Musterd, 2005).
We found clear patterns. Feelings of discomfort were stronger with a larger size 
of the resident ethnic minority group. But, people who were informed that the resident 
ethnic minority group is highly educated, expressed less discomfort with ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods and they were less influenced in their level of discomfort by the relative 
size of the resident ethnic minority group. These findings are consistent with American 
studies suggesting that ethnicity functions as a marker that indicates low-status and less 
neighbourhood quality in and of itself (Ellen, 2000; Krysan, 2002). Yet, among people 
who were informed about the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group, 
there is still almost 50 percent who would feel uncomfortable if the neighbourhood 
reaches 53 percent ethnic minorities. Our results resemble the level of discomfort Farley 
et al. (1994) found when they asked white Americans in Detroit how comfortable they 
would feel living with different proportions of Black families and go against the argument 
that ethnic composition, per se, is not important for discomfort with mixed 
neighbourhoods (Harris, 1999, 2001). Ethnic composition continues to significantly 
influence people's feelings of discomfort, even after the effect of minority's educational 
status has been taken into account.
Turning to the individual determinants of discomfort, we found that the results 
closely resemble the underlying mechanisms of other ethnic exclusionary reactions such 
as opposition to civil rights for legal migrants, opposition to ethnic intermarriage and 
preference for ethnic residential homogeneity (Scheepers et al., 2002; Semyonov et al., 
2007; Tolsma et al., 2008). In line with these studies, we found that less privileged 
individuals express more discomfort. Negative ethnic stereotypes and perceived ethnic 
threat increased feelings of discomfort, independent of perceived low class and 
perceived class differences between Dutch majority members and ethnic minorities. 
People who estimated the economic position of ethnic minorities more unfavourably 
expressed a higher level of discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. In line with 
previous studies in the United States (Charles, 2000; Timberlake, 2000), the effect of 
perceived low class was small compared to the effects of ethnic stereotyping and 
perceived ethnic threat.
4.5. Conclusion and discussion
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We also examined whether the individual determinants of discomfort vary with the 
size of the resident ethnic minority group. As expected, people who endorse negative 
ethnic stereotypes, expressed more discomfort with a larger size of the resident ethnic 
minority group. In line with ethnic competition theory (Blalock, 1967; Blumer, 1958; Bobo 
& Hutchings, 1996), we also found that people who perceive more ethnic threat express 
more discomfort with a larger size of the resident ethnic minority group. A novel finding 
is that the effect of respondent's level of education varies with the size of the resident 
ethnic minority group; the effect was stronger with a larger size of the resident ethnic 
minority group. The latter is consistent with expectations from ethnic competition theory 
that less privileged individuals exhibit more ethnic exclusionary reactions with a larger 
size of the resident ethnic minority group; i.e. when the ethnic competition is higher 
(Scheepers et al., 2002). However, for income we had to refute this hypothesis.
Another innovation of the study is that we also examined whether the individual 
determinants of discomfort vary with the educational status of the resident ethnic 
minority group. In line with the expectations, we found that counter-stereotypical 
information about the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group reduced 
effects of negative ethnic stereotypes and perceived ethnic threat on feelings of 
discomfort (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Oliver & Mendelberg, 2000), albeit both group 
attitudes continued to significantly influence discomfort when the effect of residents' 
educational status was taken into account. In contrast to the expectations, the effects of 
the other individual characteristics were not contingent upon the educational status of 
the resident ethnic minority group.
This is the first study in the European context that uses a survey-based 
experiment to disentangle effects of ethnic composition from (educational) status. The 
results revealed that discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods is lower when 
people are told that the resident ethnic minority group is highly educated. But, in 
accordance with previous studies in the United States (Emerson et al., 2001; Krysan et 
al., 2009; St. John & Bates, 1990), we found an independent effect of ethnic group size. 
These findings demonstrate the complex mechanisms through which neighbourhood 
composition influences discomfort and have important implications for integration 
policies. If ethnicity is only a 'proxy' for a low educational status, ethnic segregation 
would largely disappear if the socioeconomic position of ethnic minorities would 
improve. But, the independent effect of ethnic group size suggests that even if 
differences in educational status are reduced, negative predispositions about ethnically 
mixed neighbourhoods are hard to overcome.
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Notes chapter 4
1 Throughout “discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods” refers to negative feelings about living in 
ethnically or racially mixed neighbourhoods. The term is also used in relation to the wider strand of U.S. 
literature on ethnic and racial residential preferences.
2 Throughout, the ‘ethnic-proxy hypothesis' refers to those accounts that emphasize the role of real or 
perceived ethnic group differences in socioeconomic status characteristics.
3 Other additional mechanisms than the one we propose may also be responsible for the relation between 
education and discomfort (Vogt, 1997). The focus is here on the mechanism proposed by ethnic 
competition theory.
4 In line with previous research (Bobo & Zubrinsky, 1996), we examine the role of perceived low class and 
perceived class difference -  the latter is an estimate of the economic position of ethnic minorities relative 
to that of the ethnic Dutch majority.
5 To maximize the sample, we decided to include the western migrants in the analyses. We conducted 
separate analyses excluding the western migrants to assess the sensitivity of the results to this decision. 
There are no substantive changes in the results or conclusions when we exclude the western migrants 
from the analyses.
6 About 14 per cent of the native Dutch and western minorities had missing values on income. In order to 
avoid a small effective sample size, we used multiple imputations. The modified strategy proposed by Von 
Hippel (2007) referred to as ‘multiple imputation then deleted'. Under MID, all cases are used for 
imputation but, following imputation, cases with imputed Y values are excluded from the analysis. The 
results were combined according to Rubin's rules (1987).
7 Perceived ethnic threat was measured on a 5-point Likert scale. The specific question wordings were: 
‘Children of ethnic minorities receive their education at the expense of Dutch children.' ‘The arrival of 
ethnic minorities in the Netherlands is a threat to our own culture.' ‘In the allocation of houses, ethnic 
minorities get a turn before Dutch people.' ‘One day, Dutch people will be fired in order to hire ethnic 
minorities.'
8 Both variables were included as individual level variables. In the majority of postal code areas 
represented in our data, there is only a single respondent, and the average is about one respondent per 
area. Hence the data are not clustered in postal code areas and there is no need for multilevel 
procedures.
9 Using one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), we found no significant difference in age, F(1, 1175)=0,23; 
p = 0.88 (two-tailed), and level of education, F(1,1175) = 0.00; p = 0.96 (two-tailed), between the two 
question versions, and no association between question version and gender x2 (1, 1177) = 0.84; p = 0.85 
(two-tailed). These analyses were conducted before missing substitution.
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10 The direct measure and the difference measure act consistently as mutual suppressors: Adding 
perceived low class to the equation increases the negative association between perceived class 
difference and discomfort; adding perceived class difference increases the positive association between 
perceived low class and discomfort.
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5. Neighbourhood composition and white flight?
5.1. Introduction
Ethnic residential segregation has long been viewed as a key aspect of ethnic inequality, 
and is believed to have significant consequences for the integration of ethnic minorities 
and the development of inter-ethnic relations (e.g. Semyonov & Glikman, 2009; 
Vervoort, Flap & Dagevos, 2010). In U.S. research, persisting patterns of residential 
segregation have been linked to white flight, i.e., whites' selective migration from 
neighbourhoods with more than a few ethnic minority residents (Crowder, 2000; Quillian, 
2002; Schelling, 1971, 1972; South & Crowder, 1998). Despite decades of research on 
white flight, the conditions under which white flight occurs as well as the individual's 
motivations that underlie white flight remain questions of scholarly debate. Importantly, 
scholars disagree about whether white flight is mostly motivated by negative attitudes 
towards ethnic minorities (Bobo & Zubrinsky, 1996; Charles, 2000; Krysan, 2002) or by 
perceived differences in socioeconomic status characteristics associated with ethnic 
minorities (Clark, 1986, 1988; Ellen, 2000; Harris, 1999, 2001; Leven et al., 1976; Taub 
et al., 1984).
Whereas the number of U.S. studies on white flight is substantial, no research 
has been done in the European context, in spite of recent studies that report high levels 
of ethnic residential segregation in European cities (Logan, 2006; Musterd, 2005; 
Musterd & De Vos, 2007). In this chapter we examine white flight from ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods among the Dutch population. In the past few decades, immigration from 
non-Western countries to the Netherlands has changed the ethnic composition of its 
population. Most of the newcomers settled in cities in the western part of the country. 
Over time, many neighbourhoods in these cities have become predominantly inhabited 
by ethnic minorities (Wittebrood et al., 2005; Zorlu & Latten, 2009). Compared to Dutch 
majority members, the socioeconomic status of ethnic minorities is relatively low 
(Dagevos, 2009; Gijsberts & Herweijer, 2009). Accordingly, neighbourhoods with a 
larger share of ethnic minority residents tend to show a higher concentration of social 
disadvantages and poverty.
Research on residential mobility behaviour among Dutch majority members has 
shown that the propensity to move from the neighbourhood increases monotonically with 
the share of ethnic minorities in the neighbourhood. Moreover, the neighbourhood in
f This chapter is currently under (preparation for) review, co-authors are Marcel Coenders, Peer 
Scheepers and Ben Pelzer. A previous draft of this chapter has been presented at the Dag van de 
Sociologie, Groningen (June, 2010)
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which they next settle tends to be less concentrated (Zorlu & Latten, 2009). These 
findings are in line with U.S. research on ethnic residential mobility, suggesting that 
white flight cannot be ignored as one of the contributing factors to persistent ethnic 
segregation (e.g. Crowder, 2000; Massey, Gross & Shibuya, 1994; Quillian, 2002; South 
& Crowder, 1998).
Unfortunately, studies such as these did not reveal why people flee from 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. Therefore, other scholars have filled this lacuna and 
asked respondents to consider and react to hypothetical neighbourhoods, varying in the 
numerical size of the subordinate ethnic group. If respondents said that they would feel 
uncomfortable in one of the neighbourhoods, they were asked if they would try to move 
out, should their own neighbourhood come to look like the one depicted on the card 
(Farley et al., 1978, 1994).1 We partly replicated, but also extended, these studies by 
independently manipulating the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group. 
In this way we can test whether objections to potential ethnic minority neighbours are 
based on perceived differences in educational status, rather than on ethnic differences 
as such. To our knowledge this is the first study in the European context that employs a 
survey-based experiment to assess the 'net' effect of relative ethnic group size on white 
flight. Furthermore, we aim to investigate the complex and contingent nature of white 
flight by testing hypotheses from theoretical frameworks regarding the role of 
neighbourhood composition, individual characteristics (demographic characteristics and 
ethnic group perceptions), as well as their interactions. We draw on key paradigms in 
this line of research and perform event history analyses to adequately test our 
hypotheses.
We set out to answer the following questions: (1): To what extent does the 
relative size of the resident ethnic minority group affect flight intentions, above and 
beyond the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group? (2): To what extent 
are differences in flight intentions related to independent individual socio-demographic 
characteristics and ethnic group perceptions? (3): To what extent do the independent 
individual determinants of flight intentions vary with the (3a) relative size and the (3b) 
educational status of the resident ethnic minority group?
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5.2.1. Situational characteristics: neighbourhood composition
In order to explain the influence of neighbourhood composition on white flight, we build 
on two central explanations of ethnic residential preferences: ethnic competition theory 
and the ethnic-proxy hypothesis. Central to ethnic competition theory is the proposition 
that competition over scarce resources between ethnic groups reinforces perceived 
ethnic threat which in turn induces ethnic exclusionary reactions. The theory particularly 
proposes that a larger relative ethnic out-group size induces such ethnic exclusionary 
reactions (Blalock, 1967; Bobo, 1999; Coser 1956; Levine & Campbell, 1972; Olzak, 
1992; Quillian 1995, 1996; Sherif & Sherif, 1979; Scheepers et al., 2002). Ethnic group 
competition may take place within regions (e.g. Quillian, 1995), in municipalities 
(Schlueter & Scheepers, 2010) but also in neighbourhoods (Oliver & Mendelberg, 2000; 
Tolsma et al., 2008), and may be over economic or social resources. Following this 
rationale, we expect that people are more likely to flee from ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods with a larger presence of ethnic minority residents (H1).
Other scholars argue that it is not the ethnic composition per se that underlies 
white flight; instead, ethnicity would be a proxy for socioeconomic status (Clark, 1986, 
1992; Ellen, 2000; Harris, 1999, 2001; Leven et al., 1976; Taub et al., 1984, but also see 
Galster, 1988, 1989). This ethnic-proxy hypothesis poses that white flight results from 
(actual or perceived) ethnic group differences in socioeconomic status characteristics 
and associated differences in values and lifestyles: People associate ethnic minorities 
with low socioeconomic status characteristics and fear that potential ethnic minority 
neighbours may not adhere to mainstream values (Harris, 1999, 2001; Jencks & Mayer, 
1990). In support of this contention, Schuman and Bobo (1988) found that white 
Americans are less averse to black neighbours if they are of a similar socioeconomic 
status to themselves. Following this rationale, we expect that if the resident ethnic 
minority group is highly educated, people will be less likely to flee from ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods (H2) and their inclination to flee will be less strongly related to the 
relative size of the resident ethnic minority group (H3).
5.2. Theories and hypotheses
5.2.2. Individual-level characteristics
Individual conditions
We derive our hypotheses with regard to the effects of individual demographic 
characteristics on white flight from ethnic competition theory. Following this theory,
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individual conditions might affect people's perceptions of ethnic competition, which in 
turn may induce ethnic exclusionary reactions (e.g. Blalock, 1967; Scheepers et al., 
2002).
Particularly less privileged individuals, holding rather similar socio-economic 
positions to ethnic minorities, may experience higher levels of ethnic competition (e.g. 
Bobo & Hutchings, 1996; Quillian, 1995; Scheepers et al., 2002). Accordingly, white 
flight may be more strongly prevalent among less privileged individuals -  i.e. lower 
educated and people with a lower income. Although those with higher incomes may be 
best able to afford to flee, we expect that people with a lower income are more likely to 
express the intention to do so, keeping in mind that we study flight intentions, rather than 
relocation behaviour. Following this rationale, we expect that lower educated and 
individuals with a lower income will be more likely to flee from ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods than their more privileged counterparts (H4).
A complementary focus in this research domain, starting from self-interest (Sears 
& Kinder, 1985), suggests that people who have a stake in the neighbourhood will be 
more likely to flee. First, parents with school children may be more concerned about 
their children's safety and the quality of the schools and therefore be more likely to flee 
from ethnically mixed neighbourhoods (Harris, 1999; Ellen, 2000). Second, because 
homeowners have a financial as well as a psychological investment to protect, concerns 
about the quality of their neighbourhood and the potential loss of their investment may 
reinforce their likelihood of flight (Charles, 2000). Hence, we expect that parents with 
school children and homeowners will be more likely to flee from ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods (H5).
Individual perceptions
To provide further insight in the motivations for white flight, we examine the role of ethnic 
group perceptions. To explain the influence of ethnic group perceptions we contrast the 
ethnic-proxy hypothesis with expectations derived from ethnic competition theory.
Following the ethnic-proxy hypothesis, white flight is driven by concerns about 
ethnic group differences in socioeconomic status characteristics. It is not that people 
avoid ethnic minorities as such -  it is that they prefer to have as few low socioeconomic 
status neighbours as possible (e.g. Harris, 1999, 2001). Accordingly, we expect that 
people who estimate the economic position of ethnic minorities to be unfavourable 
(perceived low class), or more unfavourable relative to the position of the dominant 
group (perceived class differences), will be more likely to flee from ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods (H6).
Consistent with ethnic competition theory, flight intentions may also be generated 
by prejudice (e.g. Bobo & Zubrinsky, 1996; Charles, 2000; Krysan, 2002). Prejudice is
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typically defined as an irrational antipathy against minority groups and is heavily imbued 
with negative ethnic stereotypes (e.g. Sniderman et al., 2000). In support of this 
contention, white Americans who hold negative stereotypes about blacks are more likely 
to state that they would leave an ethnically mixed neighbourhood (Farley et al., 1994; 
Krysan, 2002). We therefore expect that people who hold negative stereotypes about 
ethnic minorities will be more likely to flee from ethnically mixed neighbourhoods (H7).
Ethnic competition theory also maintains that perceived ethnic threat to collective 
resources induces ethnic exclusionary reactions, next to actual competition (Blalock, 
1967; Blumer, 1958; Bobo & Hutchings, 1996; Oliver & Mendelberg, 2000; Taylor, 
1998). Actually, a recent study found that Europeans have a stronger preference for an 
ethnic homogeneous neighbourhood to the extent that they perceive more threat on the 
part of the ethnic out-group (Semyonov et al., 2007). Following ethnic competition 
theory, we expect that people who perceive more threat from ethnic minorities will be 
more likely to flee from ethnically mixed neighbourhoods (H8).
5.2.3. Interactions between individual-level characteristics and neighbourhood
composition
An important but relatively unexplored question is the degree to which the effects of 
individual characteristics on white flight vary by neighbourhood characteristics, such as 
relative ethnic group size (Crowder, 2000).2 Particularly important in this regard are the 
individual characteristics that may affect people's tolerance threshold towards the 
presence of ethnic minorities in the locale. Schelling (1971, 1972) proposed that 
individuals have their own tolerance threshold for ethnic minorities in the neighbourhood; 
if the share of ethnic minorities in the neighbourhood exceeds their tolerance threshold, 
they will move to another neighbourhood.
Following this rationale, and building upon the explications in previous sections, it 
is to be expected that people, who are susceptible to ethnic competition, or perceive the 
economic position of ethnic minorities to be (relatively) unfavourable (Harris, 1999,
2001), will have a lower threshold to the relative ethnic group size in the locale.3 
Accordingly, we formulate the general hypothesis that the influence of the individual 
characteristics on white flight will be weaker with a larger size of the resident ethnic 
minority group (H9). The logic behind the hypothesis is that if the resident ethnic minority 
group is relatively small, flight will be more strongly prevalent among the ones who are 
least tolerant towards the presence of ethnic minorities; whereas in case of a larger 
ethnic group size, also those who are more tolerant may be tempted to leave, which will 
be (statistically) reflected in less strong parameter estimates of the individual 
characteristics.
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Next to relative ethnic group size, the educational status of the resident ethnic 
minority group may also moderate the effects of individual characteristics on white flight. 
If people are informed that the resident ethnic minorities are highly educated, the effect 
of perceived class differences on white flight may become smaller (e.g. Harris, 1999, 
2001; Leven et al., 1976). Furthermore, the differences in the intention to leave between 
people who have a stake in the neighbourhood or not may also be smaller (Charles, 
2000; Ellen, 2000; Harris 1999). Finally, also the effects of prejudice and perceived 
ethnic threat may be smaller if the resident ethnic minorities are highly educated since 
these minorities may be perceived as better integrated, less dependent on welfare 
benefits and posing less of a threat to the dominant values and traditions (e.g. Oliver & 
Mendelberg, 2000; Taylor, 1998). Building on these notions, we formulate the general 
hypothesis that the individual characteristics will be less strongly associated with white 
flight if the resident ethnic minority group is highly educated (H10).
5.3. Data and methods
The experiment we present was carried out as part of round 2005 of the Dutch, cross­
sectional survey 'Social and Cultural Developments in the Netherlands' (SOCON: 
Eisinga et al., 2011). SOCON 2005 consisted of a probability sample of households, 
drawing on addresses from the national post as the sampling frame. Face-to-face 
interviews were conducted in 2005-2006 with a randomly selected resident (18 to 70 
years old) of each sampled household (response rate of 56 percent). Compared to the 
overall low response rate in Dutch surveys, this response rate is relatively high. Round 
2005 included random samples of 1,199 native Dutch and 107 western migrants. In the 
group of western migrants, a majority had parents who were born in another European 
country (68%). Other western migrants had at least one parent who was born in 
Indonesia (29%) or North-America (3%).4 The distribution of sample characteristics on 
key social background characteristics such as gender, age, region, and degree of 
urbanization, closely resembled the population distribution. Respondents who were not 
included in the analyses answered 'do not know' on one or more of the questions 
concerning the hypothetical neighbourhoods.5 The final number of respondents included 
in the analyses is 1,095; about 84 percent of the original sample.6 To examine the effect 
of sample loss on the representativeness of the sample, those respondents who were 
included and excluded from the analyses were compared across the range of individual- 
level variables included in the analyses. Results indicated that the missing values were 
not associated with level of education, gender, age, income, parenthood, house 
ownership, perceived class, ethnic stereotyping and perceived ethnic threat (available 
from the author).
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To assess the likelihood of neighbourhood flight, we used an approach developed by 
Farley et al. (1978, 1994). Respondents were presented with a series of cards showing 
different compositions of ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. Respondents were first 
shown an all-white neighbourhood and were asked to imagine that they lived in such a 
neighbourhood. They were then presented with cards showing greater percentages of 
ethnic minority families. These cards show hypothetical neighbourhoods with 1, 3, 5, 
and 8 ethnic minority families (out of 15), which correspond to neighbourhoods that 
consist of 7%, 20%, 33% and 53% ethnic minority families, respectively (see Figure 5.1). 
After each card (except after the all-white neighbourhood), respondents were asked to 
indicate how comfortable they would feel living in such an ethnically mixed 
neighbourhood, using a four-point scale, ranging from 'very comfortable' to 'very 
uncomfortable'. If the respondents said that they would feel somewhat or very 
uncomfortable, they were asked if they would try to move out, should their own 
neighbourhood come to look like the one depicted on the card. If they said that they 
would move out, the routing of the survey questions ended. If people said they would not 
try to move out, they were presented with cards showing higher percentages of ethnic 
minority families until they either said that they would try to move out or they reached the 
final card showing a neighbourhood with 53% ethnic minority families. We assumed that 
people who indicated that they would feel comfortable in all of the neighbourhoods 
presented would not flee from any of those neighbourhoods.
To assess how neighbourhood flight varies with the educational background of 
the resident ethnic minority group, we extended the approach by incorporating a split­
ballot design. Respondents were randomly assigned to one of two question versions: 
‘education level unspecified' (n = 874), and ‘highly educated minority residents' (n = 
431). The neighbourhood diagrams were the same for both question versions, but 
respondents ascribed to the 'highly educated minority residents' version were told that 
the ethnic minority families living in the neighbourhood are highly educated. In the 
unspecified question version, respondents were not presented with any specific 
background information concerning the educational status of the resident ethnic minority 
group.
5.3.1. Design of the study
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Figure 5.1 Neighbourhood diagrams used to measure the likelihood of flight from ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods
7% Scenario 20% Scenario
0 0 * 0 0 0 0 * 0
0 YourHouse 0 0 * 0 YourHouse 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 * 0 0 0
33% Scenario 53% Scenario
* 0 0 * 0 * 0 * 0 *
0 0 YourHouse * 0 * 0 YourHouse * *
0 * 0 0 *  0**00
5.3.2. Measurements
The first two of the independent variables are the neighbourhood characteristics that 
were systematically varied during the study. Out-group size is measured by the 
percentages of ethnic minority residents depicted on the series of neighbourhood cards. 
The variable ranges from 7% to 53%. We subtracted 7 from the scale, such that the 
intercept in the analyses refers to 7% ethnic minorities in the neighbourhood. In addition, 
we computed a dummy variable for question version. This dummy variable (educated 
minority) is coded (1) for highly educated minority residents and (0) for the unspecified 
version.
Level o f respondent's education is measured by the highest level of education 
completed, ranging from (1) primary education to (7) university degree or higher. 
Household income is measured as the gross monthly household income. As this 
variable was rather skewed, we include the natural logarithm of the respondent's 
household income to correct for possibly influential cases on the higher end of the scale. 
We constructed dummy variables for people with one or more children attending school 
and people whose children do not attend school. For both variables, the category of 
people who do not have any children constitutes the reference category. Finally, we
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constructed the variable homeownership, the category of people who rent a house 
forming the reference category.
We included several measures of out-group perceptions of ethnic minorities. In 
line with previous research (Bobo & Zubrinsky, 1996), we tapped perceived class 
(difference) with two measures. The first is a question that asked respondents to 
indicate the economic status of ethnic minorities using an 11-point scale from poor (0) to 
rich (10). We reversed the score so that a high score refers to a low perceived economic 
status of ethnic minorities. The second measure is a difference score between 
respondent's in-group rating on this measure and respondent's out-group rating. Higher 
scores refer to larger differences between the perceived economic statuses of the Dutch 
compared to ethnic minorities.
To assess ethnic prejudice, respondents were asked to indicate on an 11-point 
scale whether ethnic minorities are never (0) or often (10) involved in crime and easy (0) 
or difficult (10) to get along with. The measure ethnic stereotyping was constructed by 
calculating the mean score on these items (Cronbach's alpha = 0.50). Finally, we 
constructed a scale for perceived threat from ethnic minorities, by calculating the mean 
score of four items referring to different sources (socio-economic and socio-cultural) of 
collective threat from ethnic minorities (Cronbach's alpha = 0.80).7
We also included a set of control variables, particularly those that may be related 
to our dependent variables. We included percentage of non-Western minorities at the 
five-digit zip code (Statistics Netherlands, 2004; Völker et al., 2007). In addition, we 
included a control variable for the gross monthly income in Euro's at the five-digit zip 
code (Statistics Netherlands, 2004).8 Since older people and men tend to show stronger 
ethnic exclusionary reactions than younger people and women (Coenders et al., 2005), 
we also included age and a dummy variable for gender. The distributions of the 
independent variables are reported in Appendix 5A.
5.3.3. Strategy of analyses
We used an analytic technique, referred to as discrete-time event history analysis 
(Singer & Willett, 2003). Respondents were shown 5 consecutive cards with an 
increasingly larger size of the resident ethnic minority group (as explicated in the design 
of the study). By means of event history analyses we examined the variation in the 
probability, or hazard, of event occurrence -  i.e. neighbourhood flight.9 Hazard is defined 
as the probability of neighbourhood flight. For the first neighbourhood card presented (7 
percent ethnic minority residents), the hazard depends on the flight proportion among all 
individuals. For the subsequent neighbourhood cards (22 percent to 53 percent ethnic 
minority residents), hazard depends on the flight proportion among the individuals who
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didn't flee when shown the previous cards. The models were estimated with the software 
program SPSS 17.0.
Following the sequence of the hypotheses, we first examined whether the logit- 
hazard of flight varies with the size and the educational status of the resident ethnic 
minority group. These analyses tested the effect of out-group size, net of the educational 
status of the resident ethnic minority group (hypotheses 1-3). Next, we tested the effects 
of the individual characteristics on white flight (hypotheses 4-8). We used a hierarchical 
procedure: in the first model we introduced the control variables and individual 
demographic characteristics. In the second model we added ethnic stereotyping and 
perceived class (difference). In the final model perceived ethnic threat was added to the 
equation. Subsequently, we introduced a series of interactions between out-group size 
and the individual characteristics to test whether the effects of these individual-level 
determinants vary with the relative size of the resident ethnic minority group (hypothesis 
9). If the hypothesis holds, the distance between the logit-hazard functions associated 
with the different values of our individual-level determinants should narrow as the 
relative ethnic group size increases. In the fourth and last set of analyses we added a 
series of interactions between the random question version ('highly educated minority 
residents' versus 'education level unspecified') and the individual characteristics to test 
whether the effects of the individual-level determinants vary with the educational status 
of the resident ethnic minority group (hypothesis 10). Because we specified clear 
directions for our hypotheses, we used one-tailed tests to assess the significance of the 
main effects and the interaction terms (a < .05; one-tailed).
Inspection of the variance inflation factors (VIF) showed no serious problems of 
collinearity (Menard, 2002). All variables, except the dummy variables and out-group 
size, were mean centered before the analyses. Before turning to the analyses, We first 
established that respondents randomly assigned to the two question versions (highly 
educated versus education unspecified) did not significantly differ on a number of 
standard demographic variables. We found no significant associations between the 
question version and level of education, age and gender.10
5.4. Results
5.4.1. Effect of neighbourhood composition
Figure 5.2 shows the (observed) cumulative percentages of people indicating they would 
flee from the neighbourhood. The figure shows an increase in the likelihood of flight with 
a larger relative out-group size. This pattern holds for both question versions; 'education 
level unspecified' and 'highly educated minority residents'. In general, the probability of
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flight is lower when people are told that the resident ethnic minority group is highly 
educated.
Figure 5.2 Percentage of respondents indicating they would flee from the neighbourhood: 'education level 
unspecified' and 'highly educated minority residents'
Question version
i—i Education le\el 
1-1 unspecified 
m  Highly educated 
minority residents
7% 20% 33% 53%
% Ethnic minorities in the neighbourhood
Note. The denominator for each percentage is the total number of respondents (non-missing on the 
neighbourhood questions) for respectively the unspecified question version and the highly educated 
question version; n (education level unspecified) = 712; n (highly educated minority residents) = 383.
Table 5.1 compares parameter estimates and model-fit statistics of different 
models regarding the function of out-group size and the influence of question version 
('education level unspecified' and 'highly educated minority residents'). We first examine 
whether the assumption is warranted that the logit-hazard of neighbourhood flight is a 
linear function of relative ethnic group size: a chi-square difference test reveals that the 
linear model (Model 2) is not significantly worse than the general model (Model 1).11 
Hence, we continue the analyses with the linear model and add the effect of question
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version in Model 3. In line with the hypotheses, we find (Model 3) that the probability of 
flight is higher with a larger size of the resident ethnic minority group (H1) and lower if 
the resident ethnic minority group is highly educated (H2). Controlling for the educational 
status of the resident ethnic minority group, the estimated (conditional) odds of flight is 
about 7% higher with each percent increase in the relative ethnic group size. In Model 4, 
we add the interaction term between question version and relative ethnic group size. 
The effect of relative ethnic group size on flight does not vary with the educational status 
of the resident ethnic minority group (Model 4); the inclusion of this interaction term does 
not yield a significant parameter estimate or model-fit improvement.12 These findings 
refute hypothesis H3.
Table 5.1 Effect of neighbourhood composition on flight: parameter estimates (logit hazard) and model fit
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Intercept -3.97 (0.14)*** -3.79 (0.14)*** -3.72 (0.15)***
Out-group size linear 0.06 (0.00)*** 0.07 (0.00)*** 0.06 (0.00)***
Out-group size general:
7% -4.35 (0.30)***
20% -3.11 (0.15)***
33% -2.16 (0.10)***
53% -1.05 (0.08)***
Educ. minority (unspecified=ref.) -0.67 (0.13)*** -0.99 (0.34)***
Educ. minority*group size 0.01 (0.01)
n parameters 4 2 3 4
-2*Loglikelihood 2278.492 2282.79 2251.83 2250.76
A-2*loglikelihood previous -4.298 30.96*** 1 .07
model
Note: N=1095. Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 
fp < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; one-tailed tests
5.4.2. Effects of individual-level characteristics
Table 5.2 presents the parameter estimates of the individual demographic 
characteristics and ethnic group perceptions. We first discuss the parameter estimates 
of the individual demographic characteristics (Model 1). As expected, respondent's level 
of education is negatively related to the probability of flight, but, contrary to our 
expectation, income does not affect flight. These results therefore partly corroborate 
hypothesis H4. Furthermore, we have to refute hypothesis H5 regarding 'stake in the 
neighbourhood'. Homeowners are not more likely to flee than renters. Similarly, people 
whose children attend school are not more likely to flee than people who do not have 
any children.
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Next, we turn to the estimated parameter estimates of ethnic group perceptions. 
As expected (Model 2), perceived low class is positively related to flight, but, contrary to 
our expectation, perceived class difference does not affect flight. These results therefore 
partly confirm hypothesis H6. Model 2 also reveals a positive effect of negative ethnic 
stereotypes, which supports hypothesis H7: people who endorse negative ethnic 
stereotypes are more likely to flee. Finally, in line with hypothesis H8, we find a positive 
effect of perceived ethnic threat (Model 3): the probability of flight is higher among 
people who perceive more threat on the part of ethnic minorities. Keeping all other 
variables constant, the estimated odds of flight are more than two and a half times as 
high with a one-unit difference in perceived ethnic threat. Perceived low class does not 
have an independent effect on flight once perceived ethnic threat is taken into account. 
The parameter estimates with their standard errors show that perceived ethnic threat 
(0.96) is the most important predictor, whereas the effects of perceived low class (0.09), 
perceived class difference (0.02) and ethnic stereotyping (0.15) are less strong 
predictors.
Table 5.2 Effects of individual characteristics and neighbourhood composition on flight: parameter
estimates (logit hazard) and model fit
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept -3.82 (0.25)*** -3.92 (0.26)*** -4.30 (0.27)***
Educ. minority (unspecified=ref.) -0.71 (0.14)*** -0.75 (0.14)*** -0.85 (0.15)***
Out-group size 0.07 (0.00)*** 0.07 (0.00)*** 0.08 (0.00)***
Individual characteristics
Respondent education -0.18 (0.04)*** -0.12 (0.04)** -0.04 (0.04)
Log-Income -0.03 (0.11) -0.06 (0.11) -0.03 (0.11)
Children (no child=ref.)
Schoolchild 0.01 (0.18) 0.06 (0.18) 0.01 (0.19)
Child not at school 0.25 (0.18) 0.16 (0.18) 0.13 (0.19)
Owner (renter=ref.) -0.11 (0.14) -0.02 (0.14) 0.06 (0.15)
Perceived low class 0.12 (0.05)* 0.09 (0.06)
Perceived class dif. -0.07 (0.05) 0.02 (0.05)
Ethnic stereotyping 0.31 (0.04)*** 0.15 (0.04)**
Perceived ethnic threat 0.96 (0.09)***
Control variables
Age 0.00 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
Female (male=ref.) -0.04 (0.12) -0.04 (0.12) -0.08 (0.12)
Minorities zip-code -0.01 (0.00) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01)
Income zip-code 0.00 (0.00)* 0.00 (0.00)* 0.00 (0.00)*
-2*Loglikelihooda 2194.79 -  2197.88 2130.66 -  2133.23 1988.18 -  1993.46
Note: N=1095. Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 
fp < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
a. The range of -2*Loglikelihood across the multiply imputed datasets.
117
Chapter 5
Appendix 5B shows parameter estimates for the interactions between relative ethnic 
group size and the individual characteristics: individual demographic characteristics and 
ethnic group perceptions. None of the hypothesized interaction terms yield significant 
parameter estimates. These results therefore reject hypothesis H9 on the interactions 
with relative ethnic group size.13 Appendix 5C shows parameter estimates for the 
interactions between question version ('highly educated minority residents' versus 
'education level unspecified') and the individual characteristics. These interaction terms 
do not yield significant parameter estimates either, refuting hypothesis H10.
5.5. Conclusion and discussion
In this study we set out to describe the variations in the probability of white flight 
associated with the relative size of the resident ethnic minority group in the 
neighbourhood. The major goal of this contribution was to examine whether the relative 
ethnic group size has an effect on white flight, independent of the educational status of 
the resident ethnic minority group. To assess the likelihood of flight, we partly replicated, 
but also extended, studies by Farley et al. (1978, 1994). We considered this issue 
particularly important because research shows that ethnic segregation across European 
cities is widespread (Logan, 2006; Musterd, 2005).
We found clear patterns. White flight is more strongly prevalent with a larger 
share of ethnic minorities in the neighbourhood, which corroborates previous research 
on residential mobility behaviour (Crowder, 2000; Quillian, 2002; South & Crowder, 
1998; Zorlu & Latten, 2009) and flight intentions (Farley et al., 1978, 1994; Krysan,
2002). We also found, as expected, that people are less inclined to flee if the resident 
ethnic minority group is highly educated. The latter finding is consistent with prior U.S. 
research suggesting that ethnicity functions as a marker that indicates low-status and 
less neighbourhood quality in and of itself (e.g. Ellen, 2000; Krysan et al., 2008; 
Schuman & Bobo, 1988). Contrary to the expectation, the relationship between relative 
ethnic group size and flight was not affected by the educational status of the resident 
ethnic minority group. Moreover, if the resident ethnic minority group is highly educated, 
still 27 percent of the Dutch majority would be inclined to flee if the neighbourhood 
reaches 53 percent ethnic minorities. These findings go against the argument that ethnic 
composition, per se, is not important for white flight (Harris, 1999, 2001) and are in line 
with studies on residential mobility behaviour (e.g. Crowder, 2000).
Turning to the individual determinants of white flight, we found that the results 
closely resemble the underlying mechanisms of other ethnic exclusionary reactions such 
as opposition to civil rights for legal migrants, opposition to ethnic intermarriage and 
preference for ethnic residential homogeneity (Scheepers et al., 2002; Semyonov et al.,
5.4.3. Interaction effects
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2007; Tolsma et al., 2008). White flight is more strongly prevalent among lower 
educated people, which is consistent with previous research on flight intentions (Farley 
et al., 1978, 1994; Krysan, 2002). In addition, negative ethnic stereotypes, and 
particularly perceived ethnic threat, increase the likelihood of flight, independent of 
perceived low class. The effects of perceived low class and perceived class difference 
are comparatively weak, which corroborates prior research on flight intentions (e.g. 
Farley et al., 1978, 1994; Krysan, 2002). People, who estimate the economic position of 
ethnic minorities to be more unfavourable, are more likely to flee. But, perceived low 
class does not exert an independent effect on flight once perceived ethnic threat and 
ethnic stereotypes are taken into account. Overall, these findings show more support for 
the hypotheses derived from ethnic competition theory than for the ethnic-proxy 
hypothesis.
Innovatively, we also derived and tested hypotheses concerning the contingent 
nature of white flight. Contrary to the expectations, we found no evidence that the effects 
of the individual characteristics on flight vary by the relative size or the educational 
status of the resident ethnic minority group. We were able to single out individual 
characteristics that affect whether people are likely to flee, but these characteristics 
could not explain under which neighbourhood conditions people are most likely to do so. 
These findings may to some extent be explained by the nature of mobility decisions. To 
be provoked to flee from an ethnically mixed neighbourhood, a household needs first to 
decide to actually move and consider the consequent costs of moving (Ellen, 2000). 
Hence, individual characteristics, such as ethnic group perceptions, may contribute to 
the likelihood of flight at large; whereas the 'timing' of flight may be more strongly related 
to external factors like employment opportunities. An alternative explanation for our 
findings pertains to the hypothetical nature of our research design. Drawing on data 
concerning actual mobility behaviour, Crowder (2000) found that whites' movement from 
predominantly black neighbourhoods in the U.S. was conditioned by household income. 
Unfortunately, studies such as these, which have examined residential mobility 
behaviour, have not been able to identify people's motivations for flight. The optimal 
approach for the study of white flight would be to use longitudinal data that measure 
attitudes and mobility behaviour at the individual level, but, to our knowledge, these data 
do not exist (also see Krysan, 2002). Future research would do well to explicitly examine 
how flight intentions and ethnic residential preferences in general, relate to residential 
mobility behaviour.
This is the first study in the European context that uses a survey-based 
experiment to disentangle effects of ethnic neighbourhood composition from resident's 
educational status. The results revealed that neighbourhood flight increases with the 
share of ethnic minority residents in the neighbourhood, which is consistent with 
research of Zorlu and Latten (2009) on residential mobility behaviour among the Dutch
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population. Importantly, we found that the effect of relative ethnic group size on white 
flight persists even if the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group is taken 
into account. From a policy perspective, the findings pose a difficult problem. Policy 
measures that directly target the ethnic neighbourhood composition no longer exist in 
the Netherlands, partly due to laws of antidiscrimination (Gijsberts & Dagevos, 2007). 
Alternative policy interventions aim to restructure the profile and the quality of the 
housing stock in an effort to reduce the proportion of disadvantaged residents. Policy 
research in the Netherlands suggests that these interventions may create more 
socioeconomically diverse neighbourhoods, but the effects on ethnic neighbourhood 
composition are comparatively weak (Gijsberts & Dagevos, 2007; Wittebrood & Van 
Dijk, 2007). This may be partly due to the emergence of an ethnic middle class that 
tends to be attracted by the new-build houses in restructured neighbourhoods (Gijsberts 
& Dagevos, 2007). The reluctance of Dutch majority members to stay in neighbourhoods 
with a larger share of ethnic minority residents, even if their socioeconomic status is 
higher, provides an important, additional explanation.
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Notes chapter 5
1 We focus on intentions to flee, throughout referred to as ‘white flight'. We do not suggest a one-to-one 
relation between the intention to flee and the actual decision to leave, but it would be equally inappropriate 
to suggest that attitudes and mobility intentions play no part in decisions about mobility behaviour 
(Galster, 1990; Krysan, 2002; Lee, Oropesa & Kanan 1994).
2 To our knowledge, only Crowder (2000) examined the extent to which the effects of individual 
characteristics on white flight vary by relative ethnic group size. These analyses did not include attitude 
measures that may affect people's reactions to ethnic neighbourhood composition, nor did it take into 
account the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group.
3 Based on previous research, it is expected that people who endorse negative ethnic stereotypes also 
have a lower threshold to the relative ethnic group size. Previous U.S. research has shown that white 
Americans who endorse negative ethnic stereotypes are more strongly influenced in their neighbourhood 
evaluations by the share of black residents in the neighbourhood (e.g. Krysan et al., 2009).
4 We conducted separate analyses excluding the western migrants to assess the sensitivity of the results. 
There are no substantive changes in the results or conclusions when we exclude the western migrants 
from the analyses.
5 People who are not included in the analyses (n = 211) answered ‘not know' on one or more of the 
discomfort and/or flight questions (details of the routing are explicated in the design section). About 26 
percent of this group had one or more missing values (not know answers) on questions pertaining 
discomfort; about 62 percent of this group had one or more missing values on questions pertaining flight; 
about 12 percent of this group had one or more missing values on the discomfort and on the flight 
questions.
6 About 14 per cent of the native Dutch and western migrants had missing values on income. In order to 
avoid a small effective sample size, we used the modified strategy proposed by Von Hippel (2007) 
referred to as ‘multiple imputation then deleted' to complete the missing values on the independent 
variables. Under MID, all cases are used for imputation but, following imputation, cases with imputed Y 
values are excluded from the analysis. The results were combined according to Rubin's rules (1987).
7 Perceived ethnic threat was measured on a 5-point Likert scale. The specific question wordings were: 
‘Children of ethnic minorities receive their education at the expense of Dutch children.' ‘The arrival of 
ethnic minorities in the Netherlands is a threat to our own culture.' ‘In the allocation of houses ethnic 
minorities are preferentially treated at the expense of Dutch people.' ‘One day, Dutch people will be fired 
in order to hire ethnic minorities.'
8 Both variables were included as individual level variables. In the majority of postal code areas 
represented in our data, there is only a single respondent, and the average is about one respondent per 
area. Hence the data are not clustered within postal code areas and there is no need for multilevel 
procedures.
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9 In order to use event history analysis, we first constructed a dataset in which we included for each 
person a maximum of four records, corresponding to the four ethnic minority percentages depicted on the 
neighbourhood cards (7-53%). If respondents indicated that they would flee at, say, 20 %, only two 
records were included, one for 7% with the dependent variable 'flight' taking value 0, and a second for 
20% with 'flight' taking value 1. If respondents did not indicate that they would flee, four records were 
included, with 'flight' having value 0 for each record.
10 Analyses of variance indicated that the random assignment was effective. There were no significant 
differences between the two question versions on standard demographic characteristics such as age (p > 
0.10) and level of education (p > 0.10). In addition, a Chi-square test revealed no association between 
question version and gender (p > 0.10).
11 These checks were also conducted for the two question versions separately. For the ‘highly educated 
minority residents' version we found that the fit of the linear model was slightly, but significantly, worse 
than the fit of the general model (A-2*loglikelihood = 8.9 with 2 df; p < 0.05). Because the linear model 
does hold in the complete dataset, and for reasons of parsimony, we used the latter model for further 
analyses.
12 All the reported interaction analyses that involve relative ethnic group size were replicated using a 
dummy contrast. Because of a limited number of degrees of freedom, we tested for the statistical 
significance of the difference between regression coefficients in the equation predicting flight at 7-33 
percent and the equation predicting flight at 53 percent. That is, we added a dummy (0,1) variable for 
relative ethnic group size (53% ethnic minorities -  reference category 7-33% ethnic minorities) and terms 
for the product of this variable with the determinants in the equations (in this instance respondent's level of 
education). These supplementary analyses revealed similar results to the ones presented in the paper 
(with one exception, see note 13). (Results are available from the author.)
13 The models were replicated using a dummy (0,1) variable for relative ethnic group size (53% ethnic 
minorities -  reference category 7-33% ethnic minorities) and terms for the product of this variable with the 
other determinants in the equations. Only one of the interaction terms reached significance: the positive 
effect of perceived ethnic group threat on flight is weaker when the size of the resident ethnic minority 
group reaches 53 percent, as compared to neighbourhoods with 7-33 percent ethnic minorities: b = -0.38; 
SE = 0.17; p = 0.02.
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6. Conclusions and discussion
6.1. Introduction
This book has been about exclusionary reactions to ethnic minorities among the Dutch 
population. Distinct from relatively general ethnic attitudes like ethnic prejudice and 
principles of ethnic equality, we focused on 'specific exclusionary reactions'. The latter 
aspect of ethnic exclusionism refers to attitudes, intentions and behaviour towards 
ethnic out-groups with regard to concrete, contemporary ethnic issues that more closely 
resemble real-life settings. The concept covers opinions on government policies to 
implement ethnic equality, but may also be thought of in terms of the personal 
acceptance of ethnic integration of one's neighbourhood or the school of one's children 
(Schuman et al., 1997). This last chapter summarizes and compares the main empirical 
findings. We will reflect on the implications of our findings and suggest some directions 
for future research. But, first we recapitulate the research problem and the focuses of 
the two parts of this book.
The prime reason for conducting this research was the relative lack of empirical 
studies on specific exclusionary reactions. Whereas the body of U.S. research on this 
type of reactions is substantial, European research has predominantly focused on 
general attitudes like ethnic prejudice. Less research has been done regarding specific 
issues like opposition to ethnic policy and ethnically mixed neighbourhoods -  issues that 
more closely approximate latent conflicts between ethnic groups.
In the Netherlands as well as in other Western European countries, ethnic 
immigrants started to arrive in large numbers only during the second half of the 20th 
century. But, over the past few decades, the immigration from non-Western countries 
has caused a dramatic increase in ethnic, cultural and religious diversity of the Dutch 
population. The influx and presence of ethnic immigrants substantially affected the 
social and political climate. In a few years time the Netherlands, which has been known 
for its tolerant character, moved from multicultural policies to a political ideology that 
more closely approximates a policy of assimilation (Coenders et al., 2008; Entzinger, 
2003; Joppke, 2004; Vasta, 2007). More or less simultaneously, ethnic relations seem to 
have developed in a negative direction (Coenders et al. 2008). In public debates, 
recently, ethnic minorities are being blamed for 'lack of responsibility' in the integration 
process (Vasta, 2007, p. 714). Such ethnic attitudes affect the social cohesion of the 
Dutch society, hence the need to get an adequate picture of the processes that give rise 
to such reactions (Ultee, 1991; Ultee, Arts & Flap, 1992).
After the recapitulation of the setting of this book, the pivotal question is to what 
extent different aspects of ethnic exclusionism are actually manifested by the general
125
Chapter 6
public. Longitudinal research in the U.S. indicated that individuals' attitudes and 
intentions toward ethnic out-groups may vary across issues and over time (e.g. 
Schuman et al., 1997). On the one hand, among white Americans support for general 
principals of ethnic equality has increased steadily since the 1940s. On the other hand, 
support for the implementation of such principles through government policies remains 
much lower. These findings imply that ethnic exclusionism is by no means a uniform 
phenomenon: People may appear to have tolerant attitudes toward ethnic minorities, but 
nonetheless may show various degrees of exclusionary reactions in specific situations, 
where concrete interests may be at stake.
These empirical discrepancies have caused wide disagreement concerning the 
best theoretical interpretation. On one side of the debate, it led scholars to believe that 
people have a superficial adherence to principles of ethnic equality (Jackman, 1978; 
Jackman & Muha, 1984), or, that the endorsement of such principles reflects only lip- 
service to democratic ideals (e.g. Dovidio & Gaertner, 1986). On the other side, scholars 
argued that dominant group members probably have some genuine beliefs in principles 
of ethnic equality, but also have other 'non-ethnic' beliefs and preferences that put them 
in conflict when it comes to the implementation thereof (e.g. Sniderman & Carmines, 
1997; Sniderman & Piazza, 1993). This debate shows the relevance of the topic of this 
book and calls for more empirical evidence on specific exclusionary reactions.
One of the research aims of this book was to study and compare the levels and 
determinants of people's specific exclusionary reactions (Research aim 1). The focus 
was on two types of reactions: opposition to ethnic policy (part 1) and opposition to 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods (part 2). For the purpose of further understanding such 
reactions, we examined, for each of these issues, the situational variations in people's 
specific exclusionary reactions (Research aim 2). Research on ethnic exclusionism has 
predominantly focused on the influence of individual level characteristics. Some 
sociological oriented studies have examined the influence of contextual characteristics 
(e.g. Quillian, 1995, 2002; Scheepers et al., 2002; Tolsma et al., 2008). But, these 
studies cannot capture the degree to which situational characteristics matter in specific 
exclusionary reactions (also see Schuman et al., 1997). In the present study, we aimed 
to contribute to previous research using survey-based experiments designed to test 
some of the 'situational explanations' that have been advanced in previous, mainly U.S. 
research. In four empirical chapters, we derived and tested hypotheses on the effects of 
individual level characteristics and situational characteristics. The focus was on two 
types of situational characteristics: reference frames (part 1) and neighbourhood 
composition (part 2).
Ongoing scholarly debate points to one overarching theoretical question: are 
specific exclusionary reactions based on negative perceptions of ethnic minorities or do 
they reflect broader concerns that are not necessarily restricted to ethnic issues? In the
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first part of this book, ‘The effects o f target group and issue frame on opposition to 
ethnic policy', we used survey-based experiments to examine the influence of reference 
frames on opposition to ethnic policy. The first study of Part 1 replied to the scholarly 
debate by examining the extent to which opposition to employment policy is increased 
under issue frames that direct attention to ethnic inequalities rather than class 
differences (also see Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Kinder & Sanders, 1996). The chief 
distinction examined was between government assistance targeted at ethnic minorities 
in particular, as against assistance targeted at lower income groups in general. By 
comparing public opinions on parallel ethnic and income policy, we attempted to shed 
more light on the role of ethnic group perceptions and 'non-ethnic' political concerns. 
The second study of part 1 further pursued the role of ethnic competition in opposition to 
ethnic policy. This study examined the degree to which opposition to ethnic school policy 
is affected by frames that emphasize the costs for the ethnic in-group or the benefits for 
the ethnic out-group.
In the second part of this book, ‘The effect o f neighbourhood composition on 
opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods ', we examined how ethnic 
neighbourhood composition gives rise to feelings of discomfort and flight intentions. 
From the perspective of the ethnic Dutch majority, neighbourhoods are becoming more 
ethnically diverse. Existing research, predominantly conducted in the U.S., has shown 
that opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods increases with the percentage of 
ethnic minorities involved (Farley et al., 1994; Krysan, 2002; Schuman et al., 1997). 
Such opposition may be shaped by negative perceptions of ethnic minorities (Bobo & 
Zubrinsky, 1996; Charles, 2000; Krysan, 2002). An alternative explanation could be, 
however, that much of what appears to be objection to ethnic minorities is due to 
perceived social class differences and associated differences in values and lifestyle 
(Clark, 1986, 1988; Ellen, 2000; Harris, 1999, 2001; Leven et al., 1976; Taub et al., 
1984). The experiments, discussed in the second part of this book, were designed to 
disentangle the influence of ethnic neighbourhood composition and the educational 
status of the resident ethnic minority group on respectively feelings of discomfort with, 
and flight intentions from ethnically mixed neighbourhoods.
All in all, this book presents considerable findings on different aspects of specific 
ethnic exclusionism. We will now proceed to summarize the findings and conclusions for 
each chapter, briefly reviewing the research questions and hypotheses. Subsequently, 
we will attempt to draw some conclusions about the different results taken together, 
comparing the empirical results across the different chapters. The chapter ends with a 
discussion of the theoretical, methodological and policy implications.
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Over the past years, many European states -  including the Netherlands -  have been 
moving away from multicultural policies (Joppke, 2004; Vasta, 2007). The Netherlands is 
a particularly interesting case as it has shown an extreme turn on integration policy.
Since the late 1970s and early 1980s, the Netherlands adopted policies that were 
specifically targeted at ethnic minorities, generally referred to as 'ethnic minorities’ 
policy’. Within this policy, the Netherlands institutionalized the rights to cultural and 
religious differences and funded ethnic minority communities for their own places of 
worship, media and schools (Vasta, 2007). By the start of the new millennium, these 
multicultural policies were replaced by more general 'integration policies’ that focus on 
the socio-economic dimension of integration and target a broader category of 
economically disadvantaged people (Entzinger, 2003; Vasta, 2007). The 'integration 
policies’ of today approximate more closely an ideology of assimilation (Coenders et al., 
2008; Entzinger, 2003; Joppke, 2004; Vasta, 2007). Two consecutive chapters 
investigated the public opinion on ethnic policies; the type of ethno-specific provisions 
popularly associated with a policy of multiculturalism. The chapters of this part of the 
book were particularly concerned with the potential influence of political elites who try to 
impose their frame of reference as the dominant way of thinking.
6.2.1. Chapter 2 ‘Opposition to employment policy’
Research questions and hypotheses o f Chapter 2
In Chapter 2, we turned to the public opinion on government assistance in the field of 
employment. Mimicking the political debate on integration policies, we examined 
whether opposition to such policies is reduced under frames that direct attention to class 
differences rather than ethnic inequalities (further abbreviated as respectively income 
and ethnic policy). Taking advantage of a survey-based experiment, respondents were 
asked about employment policies for people in poor neighbourhoods, or they were 
asked about identical policies exclusively designated for ethnic minorities. The wordings 
of the two question versions were as follows: [Ethnic minorities/ people in poor 
neighbourhoods] are more often unemployed than other people. A possible policy 
solution to reduce the unemployment is to offer supplementary training to [ethnic 
minorities/ people in poor neighbourhoods]. To what extent do you agree or disagree 
with this policy solution?
In response to the overarching theoretical question, reviewed in the previous 
section, we derived and tested complementary and rival hypotheses from central 
theoretical explanations of ethnic policy attitudes: ethnic competition theory, self-interest 
theory and 'non-ethnic’ political principles. The framework of ethnic competition theory
6.2. Findings and conclusions of part 1
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contends that actual competition between members of ethnic groups induces 
perceptions of ethnic competition. These perceptions increase feelings of ethnic threat, 
which in turn reinforce ethnic exclusionary reactions (Scheepers et al., 2002). Following 
this theoretical framework, people oppose ethnic policies because they perceive ethnic 
minorities as competitive threats for valued resources (e.g. Bobo, 2000; Bobo & Kluegel, 
1993).
Other scholars have opted for a more narrow definition of conflicting ethnic 
interests (Kinder & Sears, 1981; Sears & Funk, 1991; Sears & Kinder, 1985). In their 
definition, ethnic competition refers to the real and tangible threats that ethnic minorities 
may pose to the individual's short-term interests or that of his or her immediate family. 
The latter theoretical framework is generally referred to as 'self-interest theory'. In the 
present chapter, self-interest was indicated by a series of individual conditions and 
perceptions that directly relate people's opinion on employment policy to their short-term 
personal interests (e.g. people who are unemployed may have an interest in dismissing 
employment policies exclusively designated for ethnic minorities).
Finally, a third theoretical explanation contends that opposition to ethnic policy is 
based on political values and principles that also govern opinions on policies that are not 
exclusively designated for ethnic minorities. Particularly people with a conservative 
stance would be more likely to oppose ethnic policies. The view that non-ethnic political 
ideologies govern specific exclusionary reactions is most strongly articulated in the work 
of Sniderman and colleagues (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Sniderman & Piazza 
1993).
In Chapter 2, we assessed the relative importance of the above mentioned 
theoretical accounts in explaining opposition to ethnic and income policy. We derived 
and tested hypotheses on a range of individual level characteristics and examined the 
extent to which the influence of these characteristics varies due to the policy's 
beneficiaries. We formulated the following research questions:
1. To what extent do variations in target group (ethnic versus income) affect the 
level o f opposition to employment policy?
2. To what extent are differences in the level o f opposition to employment policy 
related to independent (2a) individual socio-demographic characteristics and (2b) 
intervening factors like ethnic group perceptions?
3. To what extent do the independent individual determinants o f opposition to 
employment policy vary with the policy's target group (ethnic versus income)?
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Based on previous U.S. research (e.g. Bobo & Kluegel, 1993), we expected that 
government policies designated for the poor would be much more popular than 
government policies exclusively aimed at ethnic minorities. Moreover, we expected that 
this difference could be partly attributed to differences in the roles of self-interest and 
perceived collective ethnic threat. In contrast, the effect of political ideology, i.e. 
economic conservatism, was not expected to vary with the policy's target group as these 
political concerns should reach beyond ethnic issues. In Chapter 2, we also argued that 
it is possible that both ethnic group perceptions and 'non-ethnic' political concerns 
matter in various degrees for different individuals. Therefore, we tested the hypothesis, 
advanced by Sniderman and colleagues, that the policy attitudes of the higher educated, 
compared to the lower educated, exhibit less dependence on perceived ethnic threat 
and a greater influence of ideological reasoning (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; 
Sniderman & Piazza, 1993).
Results and conclusions o f Chapter 2
The results presented in Chapter 2 indicated that, despite the recent changes in the 
Dutch integration policy, the level of opposition to employment policy does not 
significantly vary with the policy's beneficiaries. Compared to the relatively strong 
opposition to ethnic policy in liberal welfare states such as the U.S., we found rather 
marginal opposition to ethnic policy in the Netherlands, with its more corporatist and 
socio-democratic welfare state regime (Esping-Andersen, 2000).
The explanatory models showed that multiple factors account for opposition to 
ethnic and income policy. First, in line with ethnic competition theory, opposition to 
ethnic employment policy was more widespread among people who perceive more 
collective threat from ethnic minorities. Interestingly, we also found a positive 
association between perceived collective ethnic threat and opposition to income policy 
but, as expected, the influence was stronger on the former type of policy. These findings 
corroborate previous U.S. research showing that income based policies relating to 
welfare have become associated in the public's mind with ethnic minority beneficiaries. 
Empirical studies on the determinants of these policy opinions have found ethnic 
attitudes to be an important predictor for income-targeted welfare policies (Bobo & 
Kluegel, 1993; Gilens, 1999; also see Taylor, 2000).
The findings also showed support for the role of 'ethnic-neutral' economic 
conservatism. In line with the expectations, opposition to ethnic and income policy was 
more widespread among people with a more conservative stance. Thus, opposition to 
ethnic policy is to some extent shaped by conservative conceptions of how the 
stratification order should work; i.e. the extent to which people oppose to levelling (e.g. 
Middendorp, 1978; Scheepers et al., 1999). The effect of economic conservatism on
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opposition to employment policy did not depend upon the policy's target group, which 
supports its 'ethnic-neutral' character (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Sniderman & 
Piazza, 1993).
The explanatory models provided limited evidence for the role of self-interest. 
Consistent with self-interest theory, opposition to ethnic policy was more widespread 
among people who feel that their personal interests are threatened by ethnic minorities. 
Contrary to this finding, opposition to income policy was not affected by perceived 
personal threat on the part of ethnic minorities. The effect of perceived personal ethnic 
threat was not significant once we controlled for perceived collective ethnic threat. The 
limited role of self-interest is in line with previous U.S. research (e.g. Schuman et al., 
1997). Although the presumption is strong, there is now compelling evidence that the 
influence of self-interest is weak.
We did not find evidence that perceptions of ethnic threat and 'non-ethnic’ 
political concerns matter in different degrees for lower and higher educated -  which 
goes against the idea that the policy attitudes of the higher educated, compared to the 
lower educated, exhibit less dependence on ethnic group perceptions and a greater 
influence of ideological reasoning (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Sniderman & Piazza, 
1993).
The results indicated that opposition to ethnic employment policy is indeed 
independently determined by economic conservatism -  a political concern that equally 
affects resistance to income policy. Yet, the influence of perceived collective ethnic 
threat on opposition to ethnic policy was about similar to the influence of economic 
conservatism -  which goes against the argument that ethnic policy attitudes merely 
reflect an 'ethnic-neutral' conservative stance (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Sniderman 
& Piazza, 1993). It may be true that ideological reasons like economic conservatism put 
people in conflict when it comes to the implementation of principles of ethnic equality. 
But, politics is surely not the only consideration involved. People who feel that ethnic 
minorities threaten their collective interests are more likely to oppose government 
policies benefitting ethnic minorities -  and this influence is stronger when the policy is 
exclusively aimed at ethnic minorities than when it is designated for the poor. The 
theoretical and policy implications of these findings are further discussed in Sections 
6.5. and 6.7.
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Research questions and hypotheses o f Chapter 3
Chapter 3 turned to the issue of ethnic school policies. The results of the former chapter 
indicated that perceptions of collective threat on the part of ethnic minorities have a 
substantial effect on people's opposition to ethnic employment policy -  which is in line 
with ethnic competition theory and supports previous U.S. research on ethnic policy 
attitudes (e.g. Bobo, 2000). But, public opinion on ethnic policy is not only a matter of 
individual's private views. Presumably, such opinions are increasingly shaped by the 
way political elites frame issues. In this chapter, we further pursued the role of ethnic 
competition by examining whether the opposition to ethnic school policy is affected by 
issue frames that emphasize the costs for the ethnic in-group or the benefits for the 
ethnic out-group.
We applied a framing theory (Nelson & Kinder, 1996; Zaller, 1992) to investigate 
the degree to which people are receptive to issue-frames and counter-frames. Frames 
are constructions of an issue; they define the essence of a problem and suggest how to 
think about it (Entman, 1993; Gamson & Modigliani, 1989; Nelson & Kinder, 1996). 
Research has shown that frames may substantially affect how people understand an 
issue. As such, frames provide an essential tool for political elites to mobilize the 
electorate. The proposition of framing theory is that political issues are always complex 
and can be understood in more than one way. Most citizens are ambivalent when it 
comes to policy preferences; they have various interests, attitudes and principles all of 
which could be engaged (Chong, 1993; Hochschild, 1981; Nelson & Kinder, 1996; 
Zaller, 1992; Zaller & Feldman, 1992). Frames help citizens to form their opinion by 
declaring which of these many considerations are relevant and important, and which 
should be given less attention (Nelson & Kinder, 1996).
While there is consensus about the existence of framing effects, scholars have 
argued that the classic framing experiment does not account for effects of counter­
frames (Chong & Druckman, 2007; Druckman, 2004; Riker, 1995; Sniderman & 
Theriault, 2004). In the real world, people are most likely exposed to counter-frames; i.e. 
competing frames that might neutralize the effects of one another (Brewer & Gross, 
2005). Unlike most previous studies on framing, we examined whether opposition to 
ethnic school policy still hinges on issue frames when presented with both cost and 
benefit frames at once. In doing so, we attempted to provide new insights in the extent 
to which counter-framing moderates the impact of framing on opposition to ethnic policy. 
Moreover, we improved upon previous research, by comparing the influence of the 
frames with an unframed (control) condition. The majority of framing experiments 
compare framing conditions without making a reference to an unframed condition. But,
6.2.2. Chapter 3 ‘Opposition to ethnic school policy'
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without a control condition there is no way of knowing whether a difference between two 
framing conditions is caused by only one of the two frames or both (Gaines et al., 2007).
Specifically, respondents were randomly assigned to one of five conditions. In the 
unframed (control) condition, respondents answered the following question without 
being exposed to a persuasive frame: Do you agree or disagree that ethnic minority 
children should receive extra attention at school? In the 'single frame' conditions 
respondents were presented with the identical policy question, but subsequently they 
were reminded of either the costs for the ethnic in-group or the benefits for the ethnic 
out-group: Extra attention for ethnic minority children comes at the expense of attention 
for Dutch children (in-group cost frame); Extra attention for ethnic minority children 
increases their chances to get ahead in Dutch society (out-group benefit frame). Finally, 
in the counter-frame conditions, respondents were reminded of both in-group costs and 
out-group benefits at once (in reverse orders).
Following the explanatory model of Chapter 2, complementary and rival 
hypotheses were derived from three central theoretical explanations of ethnic policy 
attitudes: ethnic competition theory, self-interest theory and 'non-ethnic' political 
principles. In the present chapter on school policy, self-interest was indicated by having 
children attending school. It was expected that people with children in school would 
have an interest in dismissing ethnic school policy. Previous research among the Dutch 
population has shown that people who favour to preserve existing social status and 
power relations are more reluctant to have their children in schools that show some 
degree of ethnic segregation (Coenders et al., 2004). Building upon the findings of the 
latter study, 'preservation of social relations' was included as an indicator for principled 
concerns (also see, Peters & Felling, 2000). In Chapter 3, we set out to answer the 
following research questions:
Research questions o f chapter 3:
4. To what extent do variations in issue framing (in-group costs versus out-group 
benefits) affect the level o f opposition to ethnic school policy?
5. To what extent are differences in the level of opposition to ethnic school policy 
related to (5a) independent individual socio-demographic characteristics and (5b) 
intervening factors like ethnic group perceptions?
6. To what extent do the independent individual determinants o f opposition to ethnic 
school policy vary with the way the policy is framed?
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From framing theory we derived the hypothesis that respondents exposed to the in­
group cost frame express more opposition to ethnic-targeted school policies than 
respondents in the unframed condition -  which is in line with the general theoretical 
framework of ethnic competition theory. Similarly, we expected that respondents 
exposed to the out-group benefit frame express less opposition to ethnic-targeted school 
policies than respondents in the unframed condition. Little research has been done with 
regard to the influence of counter-framing. But, following framing theory, we argued that 
in-group costs and out-group benefit frames should neutralize the effects of one another 
when presented at once.
Turning to the explanatory model, frames are thought to affect opinion by 
differentiating the relevant and important considerations from the ones that should be 
given less attention (Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Nelson & Kinder, 1996; Sniderman & 
Theriault, 2004). Thus, in the context of the experiment, we expected that an emphasis 
on the costs for the ethnic in-group would increase opposition to ethnic-targeted school 
policies by adding more weight to negative considerations like perceived ethnic threat, 
self-interest and a preference to preserve social relations. In contrast, we expected that 
an emphasis on the benefits for ethnic minorities would invoke more positive 
considerations, thus decreasing the effects of these negative concerns. Finally, we 
formulated the hypothesis that counter-framing would neutralize the effects of the cost 
and benefit frame on the influence of the individual level characteristics -  such that the 
explanatory model of opposition to ethnic school policy in the counter-frame condition 
would not significantly divert from the model in the unframed (control) condition.
Results and conclusions o f Chapter 3
The results presented in Chapter 3 indicated that issue frames do have a substantial 
effect on opposition to ethnic school policy -  but the latter only seems to hold for frames 
that emphasize the possible costs for the ethnic in-group. When respondents were 
presented with an out-group benefit frame, the level of opposition to ethnic school policy 
seemed somewhat lower -  but the differences with the unframed (control condition) 
were marginal.1 In contrast, we found markedly higher levels of opposition to ethnic 
school policy among respondents exposed to the in-group cost frame, as compared to 
the unframed condition.
Counter-framing did not completely neutralize the effects of the issue frames. The 
results did show that the in-group cost frame was more powerful when it did not 
compete with a rival 'benefit' frame. But, among people who were exposed to counter­
frames (i.e. both the in-group costs and out-group benefits), we still found more 
widespread opposition to ethnic school policy than among people who were assigned to
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the unframed condition. These findings suggest that the 'in-group cost frame' was more 
persuasive than the 'out-group benefit frame'.
Contrary to our expectations, the effects of the individual level characteristics on 
opposition to ethnic school policy were not significantly affected by issue frames. No 
differences were found in the explanatory models of opposition to ethnic school policy 
across the unframed, framed and dual frame conditions. The in-group cost frame 
increased opposition across the board -  not only among those who are initially more 
likely to oppose ethnic school policy. Moreover, the frame that emphasized out-group 
benefits did not decrease the influence of negative considerations like perceived ethnic 
threat. Clearly, ethnic school policy carries negative connotations that influence opinions 
on these policies regardless of the possible prospects for the ethnic minority children 
that stand to benefit from it. One interpretation for the weak influence of the out-group 
benefit frame could be that people interpret the frame as in-group costs. Consequently, 
under the 'out-group benefit frame', perceived competition might invoke stronger 
perceptions of ethnic threat, resulting in more opposition to ethnic-targeted school 
policies rather than less (Blalock, 1967; Coser, 1956; Levine & Campbell, 1972; Olzak, 
1992; Quillian, 1995, 1996; Sherif & Sherif, 1979). The theoretical and policy 
implications of these findings are further discussed in respectively Section 6.5. and 
Section 6.7.
6.3. Findings and conclusions of part 2
The influx and presence of ethnic minorities in the Netherlands has substantially 
changed the composition of many of its neighbourhoods (e.g. Bontje & Latten, 2005; 
Musterd, 2005; Musterd & Ostendorf, 2009; Van Kempen & Van Weesp, 1997; Zorlu & 
Latten, 2009). Two consecutive chapters investigated the relation between 
neighbourhood composition (the educational status and the size of the resident ethnic 
minority group) and opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. These chapters are 
concerned with how people themselves would feel or act in ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods that vary in composition. Chapter 4 addressed feelings of discomfort 
with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods; Chapter 5 examined inclinations to leave such 
neighbourhoods. Both chapters addressed the overarching theoretical question of the 
present scholarly debate: Are specific exclusionary reactions based on negative 
perceptions of ethnic minorities or do they reflect broader concerns that are not 
necessarily restricted to ethnic issues? The debate comes in different shapes. With 
regard to ethnic policy attitudes, as discussed in the first part of this book, the scholarly 
debate centres on the role of 'non-ethnic' political ideology. In research on ethnic 
residential preferences, which we turn to now, the debate evolves around the role of 
lower class characteristics associated with ethnic minority residents.
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Research questions and hypotheses o f Chapter 4
This chapter addressed the relation between neighbourhood composition and feelings of 
discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods among the Dutch population. Previous 
research among white Americans in the U.S. (e.g. Farley et al., 1978, 1994) has shown 
that feelings of discomfort increase with a larger share of black residents in the 
neighbourhood -  which is in line with the general framework of ethnic competition 
theory. There is, however, considerable debate about the sources of such feelings of 
discomfort. Some scholars argued that discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods 
results from negative attitudes towards ethnic minorities (Bobo & Zubrynski, 1996; 
Charles, 2000; Krysan, 2002). Others argued that much of what appears to be objection 
to ethnic minorities is due to perceived ethnic group differences in socioeconomic status 
characteristics (Clark, 1986, 1988; Ellen, 2000; Harris, 1999, 2001; Leven et al., 1976; 
Taub et al., 1984). The latter view, usually labelled the 'ethnic- or racial-proxy 
hypothesis', is most strongly articulated in the work of Harris (1999, 2001). He argued 
that people oppose ethnically mixed neighbourhoods because they associate these 
neighbourhoods with low socioeconomic status and fear that its residents do not adhere 
to mainstream values.
In this chapter, the 'ethnic-proxy hypothesis' was tested experimentally, by 
varying the educational status characteristics of the resident ethnic minority group. As 
indicator of socioeconomic status, educational status was believed to be a strong 
symbol for the type of social problems people may try to avoid: e.g., out-of-wedlock 
birth, noise, crime, unemployment and lack of property upkeep. Feelings of discomfort 
were measured by items with show cards that confront people with a series of fictional 
neighbourhoods in which the size of the resident ethnic minority group increases in a 
consecutive order (ranging between 7% and 53%). After each card, respondents were 
asked whether they would feel comfortable living in such a neighbourhood. 
Respondents were randomly assigned to one of two question versions, one of which 
informed the respondent about the educational status of the resident ethnic minority 
group -  which was said to be highly educated -  and one of which did not mention the 
educational status.
To explain feelings of discomfort, we derived and tested complementary and rival 
hypotheses from four central theoretical explanations of ethnic residential preferences: 
ethnic competition theory, self-interest theory, ethnic-proxy hypothesis and ethnic 
stereotypes. In Chapter 4, we set out to answer the following research questions:
6.3.1. Chapter 4 ‘Neighbourhood composition and discomfort'
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Research questions o f chapter 4:
7. To what extent do variations in neighbourhood composition (with regard to the 
relative group size and the educational status o f the resident ethnic minority 
group) affect the level o f discomfort with multi-ethnic neighbourhoods?
8. To what extent are differences in the level o f discomfort with multi-ethnic 
neighbourhoods related to independent (8a) individual socio-demographic 
characteristics and (8b) intervening factors like ethnic group perceptions?
9. To what extent do the independent individual determinants o f discomfort vary with 
neighbourhood composition (i.e. the relative group size and the educational 
status o f the resident ethnic minority group)?
First, we derived and tested a series of hypotheses on the effects of neighbourhood 
composition. Building upon the theoretical framework of ethnic competition theory, we 
expected that a larger resident ethnic minority group would be associated with more 
widespread feelings of discomfort. The ethnic-proxy hypothesis contends that people 
object to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods because of perceived ethnic group 
differences in socioeconomic status and lifestyle (e.g. Harris, 1999, 2001). Following this 
perspective, we expected that people who were told that the resident ethnic minority 
group is highly educated, would display lower levels of discomfort, as compared to those 
who are not informed about the resident's educational status (control condition). 
Moreover, following the same perspective, we argued that people who are informed 
about the resident's educational status should be less influenced in their level of 
discomfort by the relative size of the resident ethnic minority group.
We also derived hypotheses on the effects of individual level characteristics. 
Following the rationale of ethnic competition theory and the related framework of self­
interest, we expected that discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods would be 
more widespread among less privileged people, people with a stake in the 
neighbourhood (parents with children in school and homeowners) and those who 
perceive more threat from ethnic minorities. Following the ethnic-proxy hypothesis, we 
expected to find higher levels of discomfort among people who perceive the economic 
position of ethnic minorities to be less favourable than the position of the ethnic Dutch. 
Finally, we formulated the hypothesis that people who endorse negative ethnic 
stereotypes are more likely to state that they would feel uncomfortable living in an 
ethnically mixed neighbourhood.
We also argued that the influence of individual characteristics on discomfort likely 
depends on neighbourhood composition. Such interactions have received relatively little 
attention in previous research on ethnic residential preferences. They involve, by nature, 
combinations of the hypotheses on individual characteristics and neighbourhood
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composition. As this produces an extensive set of hypotheses, we formulated the 
expectations in more general terms. First, we expected that the individual level 
characteristics would show a stronger relation to discomfort when presented with 
neighbourhoods that involve a larger resident ethnic minority group -  a situation that 
implies a higher level of ethnic competition in the locale (Scheepers et al., 2002). 
Following the ethnic-proxy hypothesis and ethnic competition theory, it is to be expected 
that the effects of individual characteristics on discomfort also vary with the educational 
status of the resident ethnic minority group. Specifically, we argued that the effects of 
the individual level determinants would be weaker among people who were informed 
that the resident ethnic minority group is highly educated. The latter type of 
neighbourhood composition should reduce feelings of discomfort; particularly among 
people who are already more concerned about status differences and those who are 
more susceptible to ethnic competition (Harris, 1999, 2001; Scheepers et al., 2002).
Results and conclusions o f Chapter 4
The results showed a clear pattern. As expected, feelings of discomfort were more 
widespread with a larger size of the resident ethnic minority group. But, feelings of 
discomfort were also related to the educational status of the resident ethnic minority 
group. We found lower levels of discomfort among people who were told that the 
resident ethnic group is highly educated. Moreover, compared to those who were not 
informed, these people were less influenced in their level of discomfort by the relative 
size of the resident ethnic minority group. These findings are in line with previous U.S, 
research suggesting that ethnicity functions as a marker that indicates low status in and 
of itself (Ellen, 2000; Krysan, 2002). But, the relative ethnic group size continued to 
significantly influence feelings of discomfort, even after the effect of minority's 
educational status had been taken into account. In conclusion, residents' educational 
status does affect people's feelings about living in ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. But, 
it is the ethnic composition, per se, that seems to play a pivotal role.
Turning to the individual determinants we found that the results closely resembled 
the underlying mechanisms of other exclusionary reactions. Consistent with ethnic 
competition theory, less privileged people (those with less education or a lower income) 
expressed more discomfort. Negative ethnic stereotypes and perceived ethnic threat 
increased discomfort -  independently of perceived low class and perceived class 
differences. People, who estimated the economic position of ethnic minorities more 
unfavourably, did express a higher level of discomfort. But, in line with previous U.S. 
research, the effect of perceived low class was small compared to the influences of 
ethnic stereotyping and perceived ethnic threat. In conclusion, 'non-ethnic' class
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concerns did affect feelings of discomfort, but these feelings were, first and foremost, 
affected by negative ethnic group perceptions.
We did find some differences in the explanatory models of discomfort due to the 
variations in relative ethnic group size. The negative relation between education and 
discomfort is stronger under circumstances where the proportion of ethnic minority 
residents is larger. That is, the educational differences in the level of discomfort increase 
with a larger relative ethnic group size. This finding is in line with ethnic competition 
theory (Scheepers et al., 2002). Also consistent with ethnic competition theory: the 
positive relation between perceived ethnic threat and discomfort is stronger with a 
larger relative ethnic group size. Finally, we found that people who endorse negative 
ethnic stereotypes are more influenced in their level of discomfort by the relative ethnic 
group size; i.e., differences in the level of discomfort between those who score lower 
and higher on ethnic stereotypes increase where the proportion of ethnic minority 
residents is larger -  which corroborates previous U.S. research (Krysan et al., 2009).
We also found some differences in the explanatory models of discomfort due to 
the variations in the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group. As 
expected, we found that counter-stereotypical information concerning the higher 
educational status of the resident ethnic minority group reduced the influences of 
perceived ethnic threat and ethnic stereotyping, albeit both group attitudes continued to 
significantly influence discomfort. The theoretical and policy implications of Chapter 4 
are further discussed in Section 6.5.
6.3.2. Chapter 5 ‘Neighbourhood composition and white flight'
Research questions and hypotheses o f Chapter 5
In the previous chapter (Chapter 4), we found that relative ethnic group size had an 
independent effect on feelings of discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. The 
findings of the previous chapter raised the question whether people would also be 
inclined to leave their neighbourhood when confronted with ethnic neighbourhood 
integration. Thus, building upon the findings of the previous chapter, Chapter 5 further 
investigated the relation between neighbourhood composition and flight intentions 
among the Dutch public.2
In the previous chapter, feelings of discomfort were measured by items with show 
cards that confront people with a series of fictional neighbourhoods in which the size of 
the resident ethnic minority group increases in a consecutive order. The experimental 
variation, part of the previous chapter on discomfort, was continued in the present study 
on flight. That is, respondents were randomly assigned to one of two question versions,
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one of which informed the respondent about the educational status of the resident ethnic 
minority group (highly educated) and one of which did not.
In U.S. research, patterns of ethnic residential segregation have been linked to 
white flight; whites' selective migration from neighbourhoods with more than a few ethnic 
minority residents (Crowder, 2000; Quillian, 2002; Schelling, 1971, 1972; South & 
Crowder, 1998). In this chapter, we examined to what extent flight intentions vary with 
neighbourhood composition: the relative size and the educational status of the resident 
ethnic minority group. In addition, we examined the extent to which neighbourhood 
composition conditions the relation between individual level characteristics and flight 
intentions. The explanatory framework builds upon the former chapter. That is, to 
explain people's flight intentions, we derived and tested complementary and rival 
hypotheses from the central explanations of ethnic residential preferences: ethnic 
competition theory, self-interest theory, ethnic-proxy hypothesis and ethnic stereotypes. 
Chapter 5 aimed to answer the following research questions:
Research questions o f chapter 5:
10. To what extent do variations in neighbourhood composition (with regard to the 
relative group size and the educational status o f the resident ethnic minority 
group) affect flight intentions?
11. To what extent are differences in flight intentions related to independent (11a) 
individual socio-demographic characteristics and (11b) intervening factors like 
ethnic group perceptions?
12. To what extent do the determinants o f flight intentions vary with neighbourhood 
composition (i.e. the relative group size and the educational status o f the resident 
ethnic minority group)?
The hypotheses formulated in this chapter followed a similar rationale as the 
expectations derived in Chapter 4. Thus, following the framework of ethnic competition 
theory, we expected that people are more likely to state that they would flee from 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods with a larger presence of ethnic minority residents. 
But, building on the ethnic-proxy hypothesis, we expected that people who were told 
that the resident ethnic minority group is highly educated, would be less likely to flee 
from ethnically mixed neighbourhoods, as compared to people who were not informed 
about the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group (control condition). 
Moreover, following the same rationale, we expected to find weaker associations 
between relative ethnic group size and flight among people who were informed about 
resident's higher educational status.
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Consistent with the previous chapter, we derived and tested rival and 
complementary hypotheses on the effects of individual characteristics on flight. We also 
expected that the influence of the individual characteristics on flight would vary with 
neighbourhood composition. In contrast to the previous chapter, but following the similar 
rationale, we expected that the influence of the individual characteristics on white flight 
would be weaker with a larger size of the resident ethnic minority group. The logic 
behind this hypothesis is that if the resident ethnic minority group is relatively small, 
flight will be more strongly prevalent among the ones who are least tolerant towards the 
presence of ethnic minorities; whereas in case of a larger ethnic group size, also those 
who are more tolerant may be tempted to leave, which will be (statistically) reflected in 
less strong effects of the individual characteristics. Consistent with the previous chapter, 
we expected that the influence of the individual characteristics on flight would be weaker 
among people who were informed that the resident ethnic minority group is highly 
educated.
Results and conclusions o f Chapter 5
The results showed that white flight is more strongly prevalent with a larger share of 
ethnic minorities in the neighbourhood, which corroborates the findings of our previous 
chapter and supports research on residential mobility behaviour (Crowder, 2000; 
Quillian, 2002; South & Crowder, 1998; Zorlu & Latten, 2009) and flight intentions 
(Farley et al., 1978, 1994; Krysan, 2002). We also found, as expected, that people are 
less inclined to flee if the resident ethnic minority group is highly educated. Contrary to 
our expectation, the relationship between relative ethnic group size and flight was not 
affected by the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group. But, parallel to 
the findings on discomfort, relative ethnic group size continued to significantly influence 
the intention to flee, even after the effect of minority's educational status had been taken 
into account. The latter provides additional evidence that ethnic neighbourhood 
composition, per se, is important for opposition to neighbourhood integration.
The results for the independent individual characteristics resembled the findings 
for discomfort. White flight is more strongly prevalent among lower educated people, 
which is consistent with previous research on flight intentions (Farley et al., 1978, 1994; 
Krysan, 2002). In addition, negative ethnic stereotypes, and particularly perceived ethnic 
threat, increased the likelihood of flight, independent of perceived low class. The effects 
of perceived low class and perceived class difference were comparatively weak, which 
corroborates prior research on flight intentions and our findings for discomfort.
Contrary to our expectations, and the findings for discomfort, we found no 
evidence that the effects of the individual characteristics on flight vary by the relative 
size or the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group. We were able to
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single out individual characteristics that affect whether people are likely to flee, but these 
characteristics could not explain under which neighbourhood conditions people are most 
likely to do so. In Chapter 5, we argued that these findings may to some extent be 
explained by the nature of mobility decisions. To be provoked to flee from an ethnically 
mixed neighbourhood, a household needs first to decide to actually move and consider 
the consequent costs of moving (Ellen, 2000). Hence, individual characteristics, such as 
ethnic group perceptions, may contribute to the likelihood of flight at large; whereas the 
'timing' of flight may be more strongly related to external factors like employment 
opportunities. The theoretical and policy implications of Chapter 5 are further discussed 
in Section 6.5.
6.4. Conclusions on empirical findings
In the introduction of this book, we argued that it is important to understand more fully 
exclusionary reactions with regard to specific ethnic issues. In addition, we argued that 
to understand such reactions it is important to consider the role of situational 
characteristics. Most empirical studies have neglected the role of situational 
characteristics. Largely omitted are the roles of reference frames or considerations over 
proportions of ethnic minorities acceptable to dominant ethnic group members in 
particular life settings (Schuman et al., 1997). We will now turn to the question what we 
may learn by studying specific exclusionary reactions. To answer this question, we 
compare the findings across the different empirical chapters. First, we draw some 
conclusions about the extent to which people vary in their level of support for the 
different aspects of specific ethnic exclusionism (Section 6.4.1.). Subsequently, we will 
discuss the effects of the individual characteristics on specific exclusionary reactions 
(Section 6.4.2.). Both sections also address the insights from a situational perspective.
6.4.1. Levels of support for specific ethnic exclusionism
Part 1 of the book has been about opposition to ethnic policy in the field of employment 
(Chapter 2) and schooling (Chapter 3). Distinct from equal outcome policies like quota 
systems, these ethnic policies are concerned with equal opportunities. The employment 
policy aims to increase job opportunities for ethnic minorities by providing additional 
training. The school policy aims to improve individual human capital by increasing 
educational opportunities. Both policies were supported by a majority of the Dutch 
people. But, the ethnic school policy elicited far more opposition than the ethnic-targeted 
employment policy (Table 6.1).
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Table 6.1 Percentages of opposition to employment policy and school policy by situational characteristics
Type of Policy
Employment Policy Ethnic School Policy
Situational characteristics: 
Target group frames 
Ethnic targeting 
Income targeting 
Cost/benefit frames 
Unframed condition 
In-group cost frame 
Out-group benefit frame 
Counter-frame
12% (n = 644) 
9% (n = 639)
31% (n = 281) 
60% (n =297) 
22% (n = 291) 
45% (n = 272)
Note: The denominator for each percentage is the total number of respondents non-missing on the issue 
presented.
Comparing the first and the second column of table 1 indicates that opposition to 
ethnic employment policy was shared by approximately 12% of the respondents, 
whereas opposition to ethnic school policy was shared by about 31% of the respondents 
(in the unframed condition). The findings for ethnic school policy are consistent with 
previous research suggesting that schooling is a sensitive subject when it concerns 
steps toward full ethnic equality and integration. Survey research among the Dutch 
population showed for instance that, on average, no less than 75% would object to 
sending their own children to a school in which ethnic minority children are in the 
majority (Coenders et al., 2004). This percentage is relatively high compared to previous 
U.S. research among white Americans. For instance, in 1996 almost half said that they 
would object to sending their own children to a school in which black children are in the 
majority (Schuman et al., 1997).
The percentage of respondents opposing ethnic employment policy was markedly 
low. Moreover, no differences were found in the level of opposition to ethnic and income 
policy. It is difficult to imagine that employment policies designated for ethnic minorities 
will always receive such low levels of opposition. Possibly, the employment policy 
presented is less contested because government efforts to move welfare recipients into 
the workforce may save tax money in the long run -  an interpretation that is consistent 
with self-interest theory (Gilens, 1999; Kinder & Sears, 1981; Sears & Funk, 1991; Sears 
& Kinder, 1985). It is likely that the policy goal also influenced people's policy attitudes. 
Government policies benefitting ethnic minorities can range from opportunity 
enhancement (e.g., job training) to assurance of equal outcomes (e.g., job hiring 
quotas). Both policies studied in this book aimed to increase equal opportunities for 
ethnic minorities. One was concerned with job opportunities (Chapter 2), the other 
aimed to improve educational opportunities (Chapter 3). U.S. research among white
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Americans suggests that such opportunity programs are less contested than programs 
that aim to assure equal outcomes (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Kluegel & Smith, 1986). 
Moreover, Bobo and Kluegel (1993) found that mean differences in opposition to parallel 
ethnic and income policy were larger in case of equal-outcome policies. The latter could 
explain why opposition to employment policy did not vary with the policy's target group.3
Public opinion on ethnic policy is not only a matter of individual's private views. 
Such attitudes are increasingly shaped by the way media and political elites frame 
issues. The issue of school segregation significantly figured in public and political 
debate. The results on issue framing confirmed the idea that schooling is a sensitive 
subject. The issue leaves much room for political elites who want to impose their view as 
the dominant way of thinking. When the consequences of ethnic school policy were 
framed in terms of costs for the ethnic in-group -  i.e. less attention for native Dutch 
children -  no less than 60% of the respondents said that they would object to such a 
policy. Moreover, frames that emphasized the benefits for ethnic minority children were 
not able to substantially reduce the level of opposition to ethnic school policy. These 
findings suggest that the in-group costs frame is more persuasive than the out-group 
benefit frame.
Table 6.2 Cumulative percentages of opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods by situational
characteristics: educational status and size of the resident ethnic minority group
Opposition to Ethnically Mixed Neighbourhoods 
Discomfort3 Flightb
Situational Characteristics:
Ethnic out-group size 
(education unlabeled) 
7% 11% 2%
20% 20% 7%
33% 40% 19%
53% 69% 43%
Ethnic out-group size
(minority residents highly educated)
7% 2% 0%
20% 10% 3%
33% 25% 9%
53% 49% 27%
s The denominator for each percentage is the total number of respondents for respectively the unspecified 
question version and the highly educated question version, answering each of the four neighbourhood 
questions presented; n (education level unspecified) = 784; n (highly educated minority residents) = 393
b The denominator for each percentage is the total number of respondents for respectively the unspecified 
question version and the highly educated question version; n (education level unspecified) = 712; n (highly 
educated minority residents) = 382
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Part 2 of the book has been about specific exclusionary reactions with regard to 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. The pattern of results is clear (Table 6.2) -  and 
consistent with previous U.S. research (e.g. Schuman et al., 1997). Few people object to 
neighbourhoods involving small numbers of ethnic minority residents. But objections are 
more widespread when substantial numbers of ethnic minorities are involved and Dutch 
majority members are at risk of becoming the minority. These effects were consistently 
found for feelings of discomfort and for flight intentions. About 69% of the respondents 
claimed that they would feel uncomfortable if the proportion of ethnic minority residents 
would reach 53% (unlabeled condition). The percentage of respondents stating that they 
would leave the neighbourhood was relatively lower, but still reached 43% when the out­
group size reached 53 percent (unlabeled condition). The results also showed that the 
qualification 'higher educational status' made a profound difference in feelings of 
discomfort with and flight intentions from ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. When people 
were told that members of the resident ethnic minority group are highly educated, they 
were less likely to state that they would feel uncomfortable and less inclined to leave the 
neighbourhood. Yet, both feelings of discomfort and flight intentions increased with a 
larger ethnic out-group size.
6.4.2. Differences between individuals
The fact that specific exclusionary reactions vary across issues and according to 
situational characteristics does not necessarily imply that the explanatory models vary 
as well.4 In the introduction, we derived hypotheses with regard to the role of individual 
level characteristics that we tested across the different empirical chapters. We will now 
proceed to draw conclusions concerning the influences of the individual level 
characteristics on the specific aspects of ethnic exclusionism.
Irrespective of the issue, we found some general regularity in individual-level 
differences. Regarding the individual background, we found that specific exclusionary 
reactions were more widespread among less educated people. The effects of income 
were generally not significant. With one exception: in Chapter 4 discomfort with 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods was somewhat stronger among people with a low level 
of income.
From a self-interest perspective, we expected that personal unemployment would 
be positively related to opposition to ethnic employment policy (Chapter 2). In addition, 
we formulated the hypothesis that parents with children attending school would be more 
likely to dismiss ethnic school policy (Chapter 3). Following the similar rationale, we 
argued that opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods would be more widespread
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among parents with schoolchildren and homeowners -  that is, those who have a stake 
in the neighbourhood (Chapters 4 and 5). Contrary to our expectations, the specific 
reactions studied in the book had no precedence in unemployment, parenthood or 
homeownership.
With regard to the individual perceptions, we found that perceived ethnic threat 
was systematically related to specific exclusionary reactions, which supports 
propositions from ethnic competition theory (e.g. Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Scheepers et 
al., 2002). In chapter 2 we distinguished between personal and collective sources of 
ethnic threat. The results showed a positive effect of perceived personal ethnic threat on 
opposition to ethnic employment policy, but the effect was no longer significant once we 
controlled for perceived collective ethnic threat. Also a second subjective indicator of 
self-interest, status anxiety, was not related to opposition to ethnic employment policy.
The results showed mixed evidence for the role of 'non-ethnic' considerations. In 
the first part of the book, we found that ideological concerns influence people's specific 
exclusionary reactions with regard to ethnic policy. First, opposition to employment 
policy was more widespread among people with a more conservative conception of the 
stratification order -  i.e., those who are averse to levelling. Second, the whish to 
preserve existing social status and power relations increased the level of opposition to 
ethnic school policy.
In the second part of the book, we turned to the role of status considerations in 
opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. In Chapters 4 and 5, we found a positive 
effect of perceived low class: people who estimated the economic position of ethnic 
minorities to be more unfavourable were more likely to state that they would feel 
uncomfortable and move out. Contrary to the expectations, Chapter 4 also showed that 
feelings of discomfort were less widespread among people who perceived the economic 
position of ethnic minorities to be more unfavourable than the position of Dutch majority 
members. These findings suggest that the role of perceived class in opposition to 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods may be more complex than assumed in previous U.S. 
research (e.g. Clark, 1986, 1988; Ellen, 2000; Harris, 1999, 2001).
Two mechanisms may be at work. First, people are to some extent averse to 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods because they associate ethnic minority neighbours 
with low socioeconomic status characteristics (Harris, 1999, 2001). But, perceived ethnic 
class difference was negatively associated with discomfort -  a finding that is more 
consistent with related theories of ethnic competition and fraternal (or group) deprivation 
(e.g. Blumer, 1958; Bobo, 1999; Olson & Hazlewood, 1986; Taylor, 2002; Vanneman & 
Pettigrew, 1972). Group deprivation refers to the feeling that one's group is relatively 
deprived in comparison to another group (e.g. Olson & Hazlewood, 1986; Taylor, 2002; 
Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972). It is possible that people feel less deprived when they 
estimate the economic position of the ethnic in-group to be more favourable than the
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position of the ethnic out-group, the outcome of which may be less widespread support 
for exclusionary reactions like opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods.
6.4.3. Situational variations in individual-level determinants
An additional aim of this book was concerned with the extent to which the effects of 
individual-level characteristics vary according to the situational characteristics. Although 
we found large differences in the level of specific reactions between situations, the 
explanatory models were largely consistent. Exceptions to this rule were found in the 
chapters on employment policy (Chapter 2) and discomfort (Chapter 4). In these 
chapters, we found that the influence of perceived ethnic threat on specific exclusionary 
reactions increased under circumstances that involved a larger level of ethnic 
competition (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Scheepers et al., 2002).5 Specifically, the results of 
Chapter 2 showed that the influence of perceived ethnic threat was stronger on 
opposition to ethnic policy than on opposition to parallel income policy. In Chapter 4 it 
was shown that neighbourhoods involving a larger relative ethnic group size invoked 
stronger opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods, particularly among those who 
perceived more ethnic threat.
The results in Chapters 4 also showed that the effect of education on feelings of 
discomfort increased with a larger relative ethnic group size. In addition, consistent with 
previous U.S. research (Krysan et al., 2009), those who endorsed negative ethnic 
stereotypes seemed to be more influenced in their level of discomfort by the relative 
ethnic group size. Finally, in Chapter 4, we also found some differences in the 
explanatory models of discomfort due to the variations in the educational status of the 
resident ethnic minority group. Among people who were informed about the educational 
status of the resident ethnic minority group, the positive effects of negative ethnic 
stereotypes and perceived ethnic threat were weaker, when compared to those who 
were not informed about resident's educational status.
The interaction results of the study on discomfort were not replicated in the study 
on neighbourhood flight (Chapter 5). As in Chapter 4, neighbourhood composition -  i.e., 
the educational status and the size of the ethnic out-group -  had a profound effect on 
people's inclination to flee. But these variations in neighbourhood composition 
influenced people's flight intentions whether or not they were already concerned about 
neighbourhood composition. That is, we were able to identify some individual 
characteristics that affect whether people are likely to flee, but these characteristics did 
not make people more susceptible to variations in neighbourhood composition.
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The chapters in this book presented findings on specific exclusionary reactions and the 
influence of situational characteristics. Regarding the level of specific exclusionary 
reactions, we found that people are sensitive to the type of issue proposed and the 
situational characteristics -  which goes against classic approaches from individual 
differences in ethnic exclusionism that disregard possible influences of issues and 
situational characteristics (cf. Adorno et al., 1950; Allport, 1954). For instance, 
opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods was situational rather than fixed. 
Therefore, the individual's general level of ethnic tolerance -  as indicated by for instance 
questions on ethnic prejudice -  may be less informative than it at first appears. Due to 
the general phrasing, such questions cannot capture the degree to which the type of 
issue or the situational characteristics matter in people's exclusionary reactions (also 
see Schuman et al., 1997).
Overall, we can conclude that no single factor accounts for the specific 
exclusionary reactions studied in this book. Opinions about ethnic policy and ethnically 
mixed neighbourhoods are affected by ethnic group perceptions. But, people also have 
other 'non-ethnic' beliefs and preferences that put them in conflict when it comes to 
steps toward full ethnic equality and neighbourhood integration. Despite the fact that the 
level of support for some specific aspects of ethnic exclusionism was situational, the 
explanatory models of these reactions were relatively consistent. We will now turn to the 
theoretical implications of the findings. The next section also discusses the relative 
influence of the different theories in explaining specific exclusionary reactions.
6.5. Theoretical implications
6.5.1. Ethnic competition theory
In order to explain the situational and individual-level differences in specific exclusionary 
reactions we particularly relied on the framework of ethnic competition theory. The core 
proposition of ethnic competition theory is that actual competition between members of 
ethnic groups induces perceptions of ethnic competition. These perceptions increase 
feelings of ethnic threat, which in turn reinforce ethnic exclusionary reactions 
(Scheepers et al., 2002). Based on ethnic competition theory, we expected that specific 
exclusionary reactions are more strongly prevalent among those who perceived more 
threat from ethnic minorities. In addition, we expected that less privileged members of 
the majority population display stronger specific exclusionary reactions. In the 
Netherlands -  as in many other countries -  the majority of ethnic minorities are located 
in the lower strata of society (Dagevos, 2009; Gijsberts & Herwijer, 2009). This means 
that less privileged members of the majority population, holding rather similar positions
6.4.4. Final remarks
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as ethnic minorities, will have to compete more than average with ethnic minorities, the 
eventual outcome of which will be stronger specific exclusionary reactions.
The results generally support propositions from ethnic competition theory. First, 
with regard to the individual characteristics we found that specific exclusionary reactions 
were more strongly prevalent among less educated people; the group of people that is 
more likely to compete with ethnic minorities.6 Second, perceptions of ethnic threat were 
systematically related to the aspects of specific ethnic exclusionism studied in this book. 
Opposition to ethnic policy and ethnically mixed neighbourhoods was more widespread 
among people who perceived more threat on the part of ethnic minorities. Third, turning 
to the role of situational characteristics we found that specific exclusionary reactions 
were more widespread when ethnic competition was more salient. Opposition to ethnic 
school policy increased under frames that emphasized the costs for the ethnic in-group 
(Chapter 3). Moreover, in the second part of the book, we found that opposition to 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods (both discomfort and flight) was more widespread 
under neighbourhood conditions that involved a larger resident ethnic minority group.
We also found support for some of the interaction hypotheses derived from ethnic 
competition theory. Specifically, situational characteristics that implied a higher level of 
ethnic competition seemed to invoke stronger specific exclusionary reactions, 
particularly among those who perceived more ethnic threat (Chapters 2 and 4) and 
people who were less educated (Chapter 4). In Chapter 4, we found, for instance, that 
discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods was more widespread among people 
with less education. And these differences between lower and higher educated in 
feelings of discomfort increased with a larger relative ethnic group size. This pattern of 
findings has also been observed for general attitudes like ethnic prejudice, but goes 
against previous research on specific exclusionary reactions. Specifically, research 
among European citizens showed that the negative influence of education on prejudice 
is larger in countries with a larger percentage of non-European immigrants (Quillian, 
1995). But, research on specific exclusionary reactions revealed that educational 
differences weaken, or even disappear, when presented with situations 
(neighbourhoods, schools) that involve a larger proportion of ethnic minorities (Coenders 
et al., 2004; Schuman et al., 1997).
Innovatively, in the second part of the book, we also examined the extent to 
which influences of individual-level characteristics on opposition to ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods varied due to differences in the educational status of the resident ethnic 
minority group. The results showed that the positive effect of perceived ethnic threat on 
discomfort with ethnically mixed neighbourhoods was weaker when the resident ethnic 
minority group is highly educated. We could not confirm the same findings for 
individual's income or level of education. Ethnic competition theory largely revolves 
around socioeconomic resources. A central premise is that members of ethnic groups,
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who hold relatively similar social positions, will have to compete on average more 
(Scheepers et al., 2002). Based on this premise, it is generally expected that actual 
ethnic competition, but also perceptions of ethnic threat, may be stronger among 
individuals with a low socioeconomic status. Therefore, ethnic exclusionary reactions 
would be more strongly prevalent among less privileged individuals. The auxiliary 
assumption is that the majority of ethnic minorities is located in the lower social strata. 
Following this similar rationale, an alternative hypothesis may be derived concerning the 
influence of education and income on opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods in 
the unframed and highly educated condition. Specifically: it is to be expected that 
differences in opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods between less and more 
privileged people would decrease once people learn that the resident ethnic minority 
group is highly educated. Under the latter circumstances ethnic competition is not 
particularly located in the lower strata of society. This alternative hypothesis, which 
logically follows from ethnic competition theory, was not confirmed in the present study.
Ethnic competition is not necessarily restricted to socio-economic resources; 
competition may also be over socio-cultural resources (e.g. Oliver & Mendelberg, 2000; 
Taylor, 1998). It is possible that highly educated ethnic minorities are perceived as 
better integrated, thus, posing less of a threat to dominant cultural values and traditions. 
Such perceptions could account for the weaker influence of perceived ethnic threat in 
neighbourhood settings that involve highly educated minority residents. For a better 
understanding of these findings, it is crucial to further distinguish between different 
sources of ethnic competition and ethnic threat -  including the possible differential 
consequences for individual's exclusionary reactions.
6.5.2. Self-interest theory
Politicians and scholars alike often consider public opposition to phenomena like ethnic 
policy and ethnically mixed neighbourhoods as another instance of self-interest. The 
concept is often defined narrowly as the potential losses or gains to an individual or his 
or her immediate family (Citrin & Green, 1990; Sears & Funk, 1991). In the present 
study, we considered both subjective and objective indicators of self-interest. The results 
indicated that people who perceived more personal ethnic threat were more likely to 
oppose ethnic employment policy (Chapter 2). But, the relative importance of perceived 
collective ethnic threat compared to perceived personal ethnic threat suggested that 
such specific exclusionary reactions are more strongly affected by threatened group 
interests. Moreover, people who experienced higher levels of status anxiety and those 
who were unemployed were not any more likely to oppose such policy.
In Chapter 3 it was expected that people who have children attending school 
would be more likely to dismiss school policies designated for ethnic minority children.
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Contrary to the expectation, opposition to ethnic school policy had no precedence in 
'having children attending school'. It is possible that self-interest plays a larger role in 
opposition to ethnic policy when the policy implications for personal well-being are clear 
and certain (Gilens, 1999). But, the empirical findings of the first part of the book were 
largely consistent with the findings of Part 2.
In the second part of the book, we examined whether people who have a stake in 
the neighbourhood (parents with schoolchildren and homeowners) would be more likely 
to oppose ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. The results showed that opposition to 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods had no precedence in parenthood or homeownership. 
Overall, we can conclude that the influence of self-interest on the types of reactions 
studied in this book is comparatively weak. The pattern of findings is consistent with 
previous research on ethnic exclusionism, in which evidence against the role of self­
interest is now substantial (e.g. Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Kluegel 
& Smith, 1983; Scheepers et al., 2002).
6.5.3. ‘Non-ethnic' theoretical interpretations
In this book, we have shown that group interests affect specific exclusionary reactions 
with regard to ethnic policy and ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. These findings 
support theoretical notions from the general framework of ethnic competition theory. In 
previous research, it was argued that specific exclusionary reactions are foremost 
affected by 'non-ethnic' principles and perceptions (e.g. Harris, 1999, 2001; Sniderman 
& Carmines, 1997; Sniderman & Piazza, 1993). Therefore, to explain differences in 
specific ethnic exclusionism, additional interpretations should be considered, some of 
the most pressing ones were addressed in this book.
A central theoretical debate on ethnic policy attitudes involves the role of political- 
ideological motives and ethnic group perceptions. The theoretical question of this debate 
is whether opposition to ethnic policy is based on so called 'ethnic-neutral' political 
concerns -  that also govern objections to non-ethnic policies -  or negative ethnic group 
perceptions. The view that non-ethnic political ideologies govern specific exclusionary 
reactions is most strongly articulated in the work of Sniderman and colleagues 
(Sniderman & Carmines, 1997; Sniderman & Piazza, 1993;). The empirical findings from 
the present study indicated that both ethnic group perceptions and political-ideological 
motives are involved in people's ethnic policy attitudes. In Chapter 2, we found that the 
influence of economic conservatism on opposition to employment policy was similar to 
the effect of perceived collective ethnic threat. In Chapter 3, the effects suggested that 
opposition to ethnic school policy is more strongly affected by perceived ethnic threat 
than by political ideology.
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A second key debate is concerned with the explanation of resistance to ethnically 
mixed neighbourhoods. The theoretical question of this second debate is whether 
opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods is driven by general opposition to ethnic 
minorities or, instead, by perceptions of ethnic class differences among dominant group 
members, generally referred to as the 'ethnic-proxy' hypothesis (Clark, 1986, 1988; 
Ellen, 2000; Harris, 1999, 2001; Leven et al., 1976; Taub et al., 1984). The findings on 
the individual level characteristics showed that people who perceived the economic 
position of ethnic minorities to be more unfavourable expressed more opposition to 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods, which supports the ethnic-proxy hypothesis. Yet, 
people who perceived the economic position of ethnic minorities to be more 
unfavourable than the position of Dutch majority members expressed less opposition to 
such neighbourhoods, which is more consistent with theories of relative deprivation 
(Olson & Hazlewood, 1986; Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972). The relative importance of 
perceived ethnic threat compared to these class concerns suggested that opposition to 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods is more strongly affected by negative ethnic group 
perceptions, which supports previous U.S. findings (Krysan, 2002).
The mechanisms that shape specific ethnic exclusionary reactions are complex. 
Multiple factors account for such reactions (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993). But, the present 
study shows that the influence of self-interest is comparatively weak, which is in line with 
previous research on ethnic exclusionism (e.g. Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Kinder & 
Sanders, 1996; Kluegel & Smith, 1983; Scheepers et al., 2002). Our findings suggest 
that specific exclusionary reactions are more strongly determined by threatened group 
interests (e.g. Scheepers et al., 2002). In the first section of this chapter, we argued that 
the research on specific exclusionary reactions is governed by an important theoretical 
question: Are specific exclusionary reactions based on negative perceptions of ethnic 
minorities or do they reflect broader concerns that are not necessarily restricted to ethnic 
issues? In Part 1 of this book, we found that people's reactions to ethnic policy are 
independently determined by political ideology and perceived ethnic threat. The relative 
influence of these individual characteristics seemed to depend upon the type of issue 
proposed. In Part 2 of this book, relatively little support was found for the ethnic-proxy 
hypothesis. Opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods was less widespread among 
people who were informed that the resident ethnic minority group is highly educated. 
But, ethnic out-group size had a profound effect on the level of opposition to ethnically 
mixed neighbourhoods -  independent of the educational status of the resident ethnic 
minority group. Moreover, perceived ethnic threat seemed to be more important than 
perceptions of class differences.
To summarize, 'ethnic-neutral' political concerns may affect people's specific 
exclusionary reactions, but the type of reactions studied in the second part of this book 
had less precedence in status concerns. Based on these findings, we conclude that
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specific exclusionary reactions not only reflect 'ethnic-neutral' concerns; they are at least 
as much a matter of perceived threats from ethnic minorities.
6.6. Methodological implications
In a survey experiment the wording or placement of questionnaire items is deliberately 
manipulated (Gaines et al., 2007). As in normal experiments, respondents are randomly 
assigned to control and treatment conditions. For instance, in the third chapter of this 
book we investigated the effect of issue framing on opposition to ethnic school policy. 
Respondents were randomly assigned to one of five conditions. In the control condition 
respondents were questioned about their opinion on ethnic school policy without 
reference to possible costs or benefits. In the treatment conditions respondents were 
exposed to either one of two rival frames (in-group costs/ out-group benefits) or to both 
frames. Comparing the responses of respondents across the control and treatment 
conditions revealed the causal effect under investigation -  i.e., the influence of issue 
frame, which was shown to affect the level of opposition to ethnic school policy.
Survey experiments have been used for both methodological and substantive 
purposes as the ones in this book. They are particularly helpful in studies that are 
hampered by statistical problems like multicollinearity. Moreover, when incorporated in a 
representative survey, inferences can be made to the wider population. There are, 
however, some remaining concerns; some of which specifically relate to the first part of 
the book, others are more general. Below, we will first discuss the implications of Part 1, 
before we turn to some general implications.
Most survey-experiments are part of cross-sectional surveys. It is therefore not 
possible to measure the duration of the effects (Gaines et al., 2007). The latter also 
holds for the experiments on issue framing. This is unfortunate as the political relevance 
of framing largely turns on the endurance of the effects on the citizenry. In empirical 
research, Druckman and Nelson (2003) reported that initial framing effects had 
disappeared within ten days. This does not mean that framing effects are not important. 
Individual citizens are constantly exposed to frames suggesting how different issues 
should be understood. It is however, unlikely that people receive all frames in equal 
quantity (Druckman, 2001). Every policy issue has a dynamic culture; an ongoing 
discourse providing rival interpretations and meaning for relevant events (Gamson & 
Modigliani, 1987). This 'issue culture', also referred to as 'war of frames' (Kinder & 
Sanders, 1996), is a central component of public opinion. The pervasiveness of different 
frames seems to depend, among other factors, upon who sponsors the frame (e.g., 
which politician), media practices (e.g., the way journalists choose frames) and cultural 
resonances -  i.e., the extent to which frames resonate with larger cultural themes 
(Druckman, 2001; Gamson & Modigliani, 1989). Ultimately, which of the interpretations
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prevails may substantially affect how people understand an issue and, in the end, what 
their political opinion turns out to be (Kinder & Sanders, 1996).
The above considerations illustrate an additional shortcoming of current framing 
experiments. Public opinion and policy making are ongoing processes. People are over 
time constantly exposed to multiple, often contradictory, frames (Druckman, 2001; 
Druckman & Nelson, 2003; Gamson & Modigliani, 1989; Sniderman & Theriault, 2004). 
In the third chapter of this book, we tried to get around that shortcoming by exposing 
people to counter-frames; the possible in-group costs and out-group benefits of the 
ethnic school policy presented. But, as the experiment was incorporated in a cross­
sectional survey, these rival frames were presented in a single moment. A solution to 
this problem, also suggested by Gaines and colleagues (2007), is to incorporate survey 
experiments in panel studies. In this way scholars can study the endurance of framing 
effects and undertake overtime studies exposing people to different, possibly 
contradictory frames.
Finally, we discuss a general implication of the findings in the book. Survey 
experiments are of great importance to understand situational variations in people's 
exclusionary reactions and as such, they are indicative of how such opinions work in the 
real world. Yet, many survey experiments do not include a control condition in order to 
preserve cases (Gaines et al., 2007). The latter is understandable, but without a control 
condition it is difficult to infer which of the sometimes many manipulations had an effect. 
The third chapter of this book clearly illustrates the benefits of incorporating a control 
condition. Comparing people's opinions in the unframed (control) condition with people's 
opinions in the framed (treatment) conditions, we concluded that the out-group benefit 
frame was less persuasive than the in-group cost frame. Without the control condition, 
we might have drawn the wrong conclusion that frames on in-group costs and out-group 
benefits have a profound effect on opposition to ethnic school policy.
Survey experiments will continue to play a major role in public opinion research. 
New techniques like video-CASI (the playing of video material as stimulus in computer- 
assisted survey research) will further extend the possibilities of this method (Couper, 
2005; Krysan et al., 2008; Krysan et al., 2009). Survey-experiments provide scholars 
with a flexible, promising tool to test different individual and situational explanations of 
ethnic exclusionary reactions. A careful consideration of the implications discussed in 
this section will improve the theoretical interpretations of the empirical results generated 
by such experiments.
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6.7.1. Implications and directions for Part 1
Especially in the last decade, immigration and integration policies have become more 
restrictive. There is growing consent that policies of multiculturalism have failed (Joppke, 
2004; Vasta, 2007). Despite policy efforts, most ethnic minority groups in the 
Netherlands have a lower socioeconomic position than Dutch majority members: the 
unemployment rate among ethnic minorities is higher, levels of educational attainment 
remain relatively low and ethnic minorities are highly concentrated in some 
neighbourhoods where houses are cheaper (Dagevos, 2009; Gijsberts & Herweijer, 
2009; Zorlu & Latten, 2009). How should the Netherlands deal with these challenges? 
Clearly, costs and efficacy of alternative policy measures should be taken into 
consideration when developing policy solutions. Apart from costs and efficacy, political 
viability is an important consideration. Policy proposals that fail to address public 
concerns less likely acquire the political support needed to become law (Gilens, 1999).
Given the above consideration, what can we learn from the present study? One 
lesson to be drawn from the work presented here is that Dutch majority members do not 
uniformly oppose to ethnic policies. Despite the popular discourse on the 'failure' and 
'drama' of multiculturalism (e.g. Scheffer, 2000; Schnabel, 2000), we found markedly 
low levels of opposition to ethnic employment policy. Moreover, in contrast to previous 
U.S. research (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993), we found no effect of ethnic-targeting on 
opposition to employment policy. The level of opposition to ethnic policies varied with 
the policy domain: 'compensatory job training', a program that aims to increase the 
availability of job opportunities, was less contested than 'extra school attention', a policy 
that aims to increase educational opportunities for ethnic minority children. It is possible 
that 'equal outcome policies' like job quota are more contested than the 'opportunity- 
enhancing' policies studied in this book. Contrary to opportunity-enhancing programs, 
equal outcome policies provide rewards on the basis of group status and may be 
perceived as unfair (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Kluegel & Smith, 1986). For the purpose of 
understanding when and why ethnic-targeting affects public opinion on government 
policies, we suggest that future research further investigates the moderating role of 
policy aim.
The present study raised interesting questions about the role of ethnic attitudes in 
public opinion on government policies. Specifically, we found that perceptions of 
collective ethnic threat were connected to opinions on ethnic-targeted and income- 
targeted employment policy. Similarly, in prior U.S. research ethnic attitudes were found 
to be a significant predictor of public opinion on welfare policies (Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; 
Gilens, 1999). In response to these findings, scholars argued that many white 
Americans associate welfare policies with ethnic minority recipients: “they superimpose
6.7. Policy implications
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ethnic status on poverty and disadvantage, hearing 'black' when they read 'poor'” 
(Taylor, 2000, p. 119). The new Dutch 'integration policy', which came to replace the old 
policy of multiculturalism, focuses on the socioeconomic dimension of integration and 
targets a broader category of 'disadvantaged people'. In terms of public opinion, such 
ethnic-neutral mainstream policies may face some of the same obstacles as policies that 
are explicitly targeted at ethnic minorities (Gilens, 1999). As long as the socioeconomic 
position of ethnic minorities remains relatively low, majority's attitudes of ethnic 
minorities may have a significant role in shaping public opinion on welfare policies.
Of course, public opinion may change over time; it is highly dependent upon 
wider social conditions and influenced by media discourse (e.g. Gamson & Modigliani, 
1989). In the media, political elites constantly try to impose their frame of reference as 
the dominant way of thinking. Results of the present study suggest that such 
endeavours can be very effective. The findings also show that the success of alternative 
frames depends upon the content: attitudes towards ethnic school policy were more 
strongly influenced by a frame that emphasized possible costs for the ethnic in-group, as 
compared to the influence of a rival frame that emphasized out-group benefits. In prior 
U.S. research, Gamson and Modigliani (1989) put forward different factors that might 
determine the success of a particular frame. The viability of frames, so they argued, 
turns on the extent to which they can provide meaning over time, generating plausible 
interpretations for new events. In the last decade, a series of national and international 
events fuelled media debate about ethnic integration and multiculturalism: the Muslim 
terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center in New York; the assassination of a Dutch 
publicist and cineaste 'Theo van Gogh' by a child of Moroccan immigrants and the rise 
of the right-wing political party LPF. The leader of the LPF, Pim Fortuyn, openly 
criticised multiculturalism and called Islam a 'backwards culture' (Fortuyn, 2002). 
Returning to the frames in the present study, one could argue that positive 
interpretations of ethnic minority policy, like the 'out-group benefit frame', are less able 
to accommodate such events than negative interpretations, like the 'in-group cost 
frame'. The latter might explain why the 'in-group cost frame' had a stronger effect on 
the level of opposition to ethnic school policy. These interpretations are tentative; we 
suggest that future research adopts a longitudinal perspective to investigate the 
influence of rival issue frames over time.
The focus in this book has been on welfare policies. In a seminal newspaper 
article 'The Multicultural Drama', the Dutch publicist Paul Scheffer (2000) argued that 
the policy of multiculturalism has been too generous by not insisting that ethnic 
minorities learn the Dutch language and adjust to the Dutch culture. With the new focus 
on civic integration, European states like Britain and the Netherlands have become more 
protective of their liberal values (Joppke, 2004). These values are increasingly defined in 
terms of personal freedom. Following this perspective, liberalism itself is perceived as a
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distinct way of life clashing with other 'non-liberal' cultural practices (Joppke, 2004; 
Sniderman & Hagendoorn, 2007). This so called 'culture-conflict' figures prominently in 
public and political debate on integration and immigration policies. Given these 
developments, we suggest that future research also investigates ethnic policy attitudes 
in the socio-cultural domain.7
6.7.2. Implications and directions for Part 2
The present study addressed a central question on ethnic residential preferences: do 
majority members avoid ethnically mixed neighbourhoods because they are averse to 
living among ethnic minority residents or is it that the presence of a sizeable minority 
group raises concerns about differences in socioeconomic status characteristics 
(consistent with the ethnic-proxy hypothesis)? The findings showed that opposition to 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods among Dutch majority members increases with the 
size of the resident ethnic minority group. Moreover, minority group size continued to 
significantly influence opposition to such neighbourhoods, even after the effect of 
minority's educational status had been taken into account. These findings have 
important implications for policy making as ethnic segregation presumably undermines 
processes of ethnic integration, particularly concerning contacts with natives (e.g. Bolt, 
Ozuekren & Philips, 2010; Gijsberts & Dagevos, 2005; Musterd & Ostendorf, 2009; 
Vervoort et al., 2010).
The findings of the present study raise concerns about the prospects of ethnic 
residential segregation. In this study, the 'ethnic-proxy hypothesis' was tested 
experimentally by manipulating the educational status characteristics of the resident 
ethnic minority group. As indicator of socioeconomic status, educational status was 
believed to be a strong symbol for the type of social problems people may try to avoid: 
e.g., out-of-wedlock birth, noise, crime, unemployment and lack of property upkeep. 
Neighbourhood characteristics like property values, property upkeep and crime rates 
were not directly included in the analyses. Nevertheless, previous U.S. studies which 
used survey-based experiments to disentangle the influence of neighbourhood ethnic 
composition from other associated neighbourhood characteristics reached similar 
conclusions (Emerson et al., 2001; Krysan et al., 2008; Krysan et al., 2009; St. John & 
Bates, 1990): ethnic neighbourhood composition, per se, is important for opposition to 
ethnically mixed neighbourhoods.
It is noteworthy that measures taken to counter residential segregation are not 
explicitly focused on neighbourhood ethnic composition, which is partly due to anti­
discrimination legislation (Gijsberts & Dagevos, 2007). A widely used instrument to 
counter segregation is diversification of the profile and the quality of the housing stock. 
Although these policies are not directly aimed at neighbourhood ethnic composition, the
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assumption is that they will reduce both socioeconomic and ethnic segregation. 
Scholars raised serious doubts whether diversification is an effective means to counter 
ethnic segregation. The effects are difficult to measure, but policy evaluations suggest 
that the influence on neighbourhood ethnic composition is relatively weak (Gijsberts & 
Dagevos, 2007; Wittebrood & Van Dijk, 2007). A problem is that these policies do not 
address possible ethnic differences in residential preferences. The present study 
showed that minority group size increased opposition to ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods among Dutch majority members. Moreover, opposition to such 
neighbourhoods was shaped by negative ethnic group perceptions, particularly 
perceived ethnic threat. Diversification of houses, then, is probably not enough to 
overcome the reluctance of Dutch majority members to stay in ethnically mixed 
neighbourhoods (also see Bolt, Van Kempen & Van Ham, 2008).
The present findings suggest that it is important to understand more fully the 
ethnic residential preferences of Dutch majority members. What about the residential 
preferences of ethnic minorities? Existing research on residential mobility behaviour 
reveals that ethnic minorities settle in concentration neighbourhoods more often than do 
Dutch majority members (Bolt et al., 2008; Zorlu & Latten, 2009). These differences in 
mobility behaviour can partly be attributed to individual background characteristics like 
socioeconomic position. But, it is likely that residential preferences also influence 
mobility behaviour. Prior U.S. research suggests that ethnic minorities (Blacks, 
Hispanics and Asians) all appear to want both meaningful ethnic integration and a 
substantial co-ethnic presence (e.g. Charles, 2000). Moreover, the preferences show an 
ethnic hierarchy which is shared with white Americans: whites are the most desirable 
out-group and blacks the least desirable. An important challenge for researchers for the 
near future is to investigate to what extent and why ethnic neighbourhood composition 
affects residential mobility behaviour of majority members and ethnic minority groups.
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Notes chapter 6
1 The similar framing experiment was conducted in 2000 and 2005. Between those years the level of 
opposition to ethnic school policy increased -  but the influence of the issue frames was comparable in 
both years.
2 We do not suggest that there is a one-to-one relationship between flight intentions and actual mobility 
behaviour. The relation between attitudes and behaviour is a difficult one. But, it is unlikely that flight 
intentions have nothing to do with actual mobility behaviour (Krysan, 2002).
3 It has been argued that equal opportunity policies are less contested because they are consistent with 
principles of individualism and equity (e.g. Lipset & Schneider, 1978). In contrast to equal outcome 
policies like job hiring quotas, opportunity enhancing programs require ethnic minorities to improve their 
own economic position -  the eventual outcome of which is based on individual qualifications rather than 
group status. Previous U.S. research has shown that, at the aggregate level, individualism provides a 
reasonable interpretation why, for example, support for equal opportunity programs is greater than equal 
outcome policies. But, individualism comes up short in predicting individual-level variation in opposition to 
ethnic policies (for an overview, see Krysan, 2000).
4 In statistical terms, the differences in mean level of exclusionism (intercepts) may vary depending upon 
the issue or situational characteristics. At the same time, differences in levels of exclusionism between 
individuals remain constant across issues or situational characteristics; i.e. people are ordered or ranked 
in the same way.
5 In ethnic competition theory, perceived ethnic threat is conceptualized as a mediating factor to explain 
the relationship between on the one hand, competitive interethnic conditions and on the other hand, 
support for ethnic exclusionism. The situational characteristics addressed in this book are exogenous 
factors by design; i.e. they are determined by the researcher. Therefore, they are not correlated with the 
endogenous variables in the model -  except for the dependent variable of interest. The latter means that it 
was not possible to model perceived ethnic threat as a mediating factor in the relation between the 
situational characteristics and the dependent variable. Instead, we derived and tested the hypothesis that 
the influence of perceived ethnic group threat on specific exclusionary reactions would be stronger under 
circumstances that imply a higher level of ethnic competition.
6 Distinct mechanisms, other than the one here proposed, may account for the relation between low 
education and (specific) exclusionary reactions. For instance, it could be that more educated people are 
better at giving social desirable answers (Vogt, 1997). But, the present findings suggest that many people, 
including the more educated, are quite willing to distinguish between degrees of ethnic integration that 
they find acceptable and unacceptable (also see Schuman et al., 1997). The influence of education may 
also carry residues of much earlier socialization (for an overview, see Coenders & Scheepers, 2003; Vogt, 
1997). In the present study, the focus was on the mechanism suggested by ethnic competition theory 
(Scheepers et al., 2002).
7 With the new emphasis on civic integration of ethnic minorities, ethno-specific provisions in the socio­
cultural policy domain have been severely restricted. For instance, since August 2004, Dutch primary and
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secondary schools no longer receive money to provide courses in the language and culture of the country 
of origin (OALT, Onderwijs in Allochtone Levende Talen). Contrary to policies of multiculturalism, which 
institutionalized cultural diversity, current policy discussions focus on restricting cultural-religious practices. 
Exemplary are political debates about banning of ‘Muslim headscarves' and ending ‘Halal and kosher 
slaughter'.
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Appendix 2A. Descriptive statistics for independent variables (N = 1283)
Range Mean Std. Deviation
Neighbourhood characteristics:
Mean income 1060.61-5420.00 2035.62 448.23
% ethnic minorities 1-41 7.28 7.84
Individual conditions:
Female (%) 0-1 53%
Age 18-70 46.15 14.80
Education 1-7 4.17 1.75
Employment status
Unemployed (%) 0-1 2%
Long-term benefit (%) 0-1 21%
Housekeeper (%) 0-1 10%
Student (%) 0-1 5%
Employed (%) 0-1 61%
Income 28.33-8500.00 1731.34 1067.41
Individual perceptions
Status anxiety 1-5 2.70 0.97
Perceived personal ethnic threat 1-5 2.45 0.94
Economic conservatism 1-5 2.18 0.77
Perceived collective ethnic threat 1-5 2.78 0.85
161
Appendix 2B. Opposition to employment policy: standardised logistic regression parameter estimates 
(N = 1283)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
beta beta beta
Ethnic policy target (low income=ref.) 0.04 0.04 0.02
Mean income in the neighbourhood 0.01 -0.00 -0.01
% minorities in the neighbourhood -0.00 -0.00 0.01
Female (male=ref.) -0.04 -0.02 -0.03
Age -0.11* -0.10* -0.08
Education -0.10* -0.13** -0.09*
Income 0.05 0.04 0.03
Self-interest
Employment status (employed=ref.)
Unemployed 0.06* 0.05* 0.05*
Long term benefit 0.05 0.05 0.03
Housekeeper 0.04 0.03 0.01
Student 0.03 0.01 0.01
Status anxiety -0.02 0.01 0.01
Perceived personal ethnic threat 0.06 0.06 0.04
Ideology
Conservatism 0.16*** 0.15***
Group position
Perceived collective ethnic threat 0.09
Interactions
Perceived personal ethnic threat*target 0.13* 0.12*
Perceived collective ethnic threat*target 0.11*
Nagelkerke R2 0.07 0.09 0.11
Model x2 45.48*** 61.56*** 72.32***
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01 ; *** p < 0.001 (one-tailed tests)
162
Appendices
Appendix 3A. Descriptive statistics for independent variables (N = 1141)
Range Mean Std. Deviation
Individual conditions:
Female (%) 0-1 52%
Age 18-70 45.74 14.99
Education 1-7 4.18 1.73
Schoolchild (%) 0-1 24%
Individual perceptions
Preservation relations 1-5 2.62 0.83
Perceived ethnic threat 1-5 2.66 0.87
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Appendix 3B. Unstandardised regression coefficients of three hierarchical regression models of 
opposition to ethnic school policy (N = 1141)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Constant 2.21 (0.09)*** 2.26 (0.09)*** 2.27 (0.09)***
Frames (default=ref.)
Cost frame 0.55 (0.13)*** 0.54 (0.13)*** 0.53 (0.13)***
Benefit frame -0.23 (0.13)* -0.25 (0.12)* -0.30 (0.12)**
Dual frame 0.49 (0.13)*** 0.44 (0.13)*** 0.37 (0.13)**
Individual variables
Age -0.01 (0.00) -0.01 (0.00) -0.01 (0.00)
Gender (women=ref.) 0.09 (0.12) -0.01 (0.13) -0.05 (0.12)
Education -0.14 (0.04)*** -0.15 (0.04)*** -0.11 (0.04)**
School going child -0.11 (0.15) -0.11 (0.14) -0.11 (0.14)
Preservation relations 0.22 (0.08)** 0.20 (0.08)**
Perceived ethnic threat 0.26 (0.08)***
Interactions
Age * cost frame -0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01)
Age* benefit frame 0.00 (0.00) 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
Age * dual frame 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01)
Gender * cost frame 0.01 (0.17) 0.03 (0.18) 0.10 (0.17)
Gender * benefit frame 0.03 (0.17) 0.06 (0.18) 0.21 (0.17)
Gender * dual frame -0.37 (0.18)* -0.30 (0.18)* -0.17 (0.17)
Education * cost frame 0.03 (0.05) 0.03 (0.05) 0.04 (0.05)
Education * benefit frame 0.08 (0.05) 0.08 (0.05) 0.11 (0.05)*
Education * dual frame 0.07 (0.05) 0.06 (0.05) 0.08 (0.05)
Child * cost frame 0.23 (0.20) 0.20 (0.20) 0.22 (0.19)
Child * benefit frame 0.16 (0.21) 0.17 (0.20) 0.14 (0.20)
Child * dual frame -0.04 (0.21) -0.03 (0.21) 0.01 (0.20)
Relations * cost frame 0.04 (0.11) 0.05 (0.11)
Relations * benefit frame 0.03 (0.11) -0.00 (0.11)
Relations * dual frame 0.01 (0.11) 0.02 (0.11)
Ethnic threat * cost frame 0.04 (0.11)
Ethnic threat * benefit frame 0.12 (0.11)
Ethnic threat * dual frame 0.16 (0.10)
R2 adjusted .102 .131 .189
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (one-tailed tests)
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Appendix 4A. Descriptive statistics for independent variables (N = 1273)
Range Mean Std. Deviation
Neighbourhood characteristics:
Mean income 1060.61 - 5420 2032.46 446.27
% ethnic minorities 1 - 41 7.32 7.84
Individual conditions:
Female (%) 0 - 1 53%
Age 18 - 70 45.59 15.08
Education 1 - 7 4.16 1.75
Log-Income 3.28 - 9.05 7.28 0.64
Children:
Schoolchild (%) 0 - 1 25%
Child (not school going) (%) 0 - 1 41%
Homeowner (%) 0 - 1 68%
Individual perceptions:
Perceived low class 0 - 10 5.38 1.59
Perceived class difference -6 - 10 2.28 1.89
Ethnic stereotyping 0 - 10 5.94 1.51
Perceived ethnic threat 1 - 5 2.79 0.85
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Appendix 5A. Descriptive statistics for independent variables (N = 1095)
Neighbourhood characteristics. 
Mean Income 
% Ethnic minorities 
Individual conditions:
Female (%)
Age
Education
Log-Income
Children:
Schoolchild (%)
Child (not school going) (%) 
Homeowner (%)
Individual perceptions: 
Perceived low class 
Perceived class difference 
Ethnic stereotyping 
Perceived ethnic threat
Range Mean Std. Deviation
1060.61 - 5035.42 2031.19 429.91
1 - 41 7.43 7.89
0 - 1 53%
18 - 70 45.62 14.96
1 - 7 4.16 1.76
3 - 9.05 7.28 0.64
0 - 1 25%
0 - 1 42%
0 - 1 67%
0 - 10 5.39 1.58
-6 - 10 2.31 1.91
0 - 10 5.94 1.52
1 - 5 2.79 0.86
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Appendix 5B. Parameter estimates (logit hazard) and model fit: interactions between the individual 
determinants and ethnic group size (N = 1095)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept -4.32 (0.43)*** -4.59 (0.46)*** -5.08 (0.48)***
Out-group size 0.08 (0.01) *** 0.08 (0.01)*** 0.10 (0.01)***
Educated minority (unspecified=ref.) -1.02 (0.37)** -0.99 (0.37)** -0.98 (0.37)**
Respondent characteristics
Education -0.18 (0.09)* -0.12 (0.09) -0.06 (0.10)
Log-income -0.15 (0.25) -0.23 (0.27) -0.12 (0.28)
Children (no child=ref.)
Schoolchild 0.04 (0.50) 0.10 (0.50) 0.15 (0.51)
Child not at school 0.93 (0.40)* 0.88 (0.40)* 0.86 (0.41)*
Owner (renter=ref.) -0.04 (0.33) 0.09 (0.34) 0.23 (0.35)
Perceived low class 0.15 (0.13) 0.13 (0.14)
Perceived class difference -0.01 (0.11) 0.08 (0.11)
Ethnic stereotyping 0.37 (0.10)*** 0.12 (0.10)
Perceived ethnic threat 1.19 (0.19)***
Control variables
Age 0.00 (0.00) 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
Female (male=ref.) -0.04 (0.12) -0.05 (0.12) -0.09 (0.12)
Minorities zip-code -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01)
Income zip-code 0.00 (0.00)* 0.00 (0.00)* 0.00 (0.00)*
Interactions
Educated minority*out-group size 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01)
Respondent education*group size 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
Log-Income*out-group size 0.00 (0.00) 0.01 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01)
Schoolchild*out-group size 0.00 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01) -0.00 (0.01)
Child*out-group size -0.02 (0.01)* -0.02 (0.01)* -0.02 (0.01)*
Owner*out-group size -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01)
Perceived low class*out-group size 0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
Perceived class dif.*out-group size -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
Ethnic stereotyping*out-group size -0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
Perceived ethnic threat*out-group size -0.01 (0.01)
-2*Log likelihood a 2186.13 -  2189.93 2119.27 -  2123.13 1976.96 -  1982.43
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors.
fp < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
a The range of -2*Loglikelihood across the imputed datasets.
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Appendix 5C. Parameter estimates (logit hazard) and model fit: interactions between the individual
determinants and the educational status of the resident ethnic minority group (N = 1095)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept -3.90 (0.20)*** -4.09 (0.23)*** -4.45 (0.25)***
Out-group size 0.07 (0.00)*** 0.07 (0.00)*** 0.08 (0.00)***
Educated minority (unspecified=ref.) -0.87 (0.34)* -0.83 (0.34)* -0.81 (0.36)*
Respondent characteristics
Education -0.16 (0.04)*** -0.11 (0.04)* -0.02 (0.05)
Log-income -0.02 (0.13) -0.02 (0.14) -0.01 (0.14)
Children (no child=ref.)
Schoolchild -0.05 (0.20) -0.01 (0.20) -0.05 (0.21)
Child not at school 0.22 (0.20) 0.15 (0.20) 0.13 (0.21)
Owner (renter=ref.) -0.11 (0.16) 0.01 (0.16) 0.10 (0.17)
Perceived low class 0.09 (0.06) 0.07 (0.07)
Perceived class difference -0.06 (0.05) 0.03 (0.06)
Ethnic stereotyping 0.32 (0.05)*** 0.15 (0.05)**
Perceived ethnic threat 1.02 (0.10)***
Control variables
Age 0.00 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
Female (male=ref.) -0.03 (0.12) -0.03 (0.12) -0.07 (0.12)
Minorities zip-code -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01)
Income zip-code 0.00 (0.00)* 0.00 (0.00)* 0.00 (0.00)*
Interactions
Respondent education*educ. minority -0.06 (0.19) -0.06 (0.09) -0.07 (0.09)
Log-income*educated minority -0.05 (0.24) -0.12 (0.25) -0.08 (0.26)
Schoolchild*educated minority 0.22 (0.39) 0.29 (0.39) 0.22 (0.40)
Child*educated minority 0.10 (0.38) 0.12 (0.38) 0.05 (0.39)
Owner*educated minority 0.03 (0.31) -0.10 (0.32) -0.14 (0.32)
Perceived low class*educ. minority 0.08 (0.12) 0.08 (0.12)
Perceived class dif.*educ. minority -0.01 (0.11) -0.04 (0.11)
Ethnic stereotyping*educ. minority -0.06 (0.10) -0.00 (0.10)
Perceived. ethnic threat*educ. minority -0.22 (0.20)
-2*Log likelihood a 2192.54 - 2196.16 2126.40 -  2129.81 1977.10 -  1982.64
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors.
fp < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
a The range of -2*Loglikelihood across the imputed datasets.
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Inleiding
In deze studie staan de attitudes en intenties van de autochtone Nederlandse 
meerderheid centraal, waarbij de focus ligt op de weerstand tegen etnische 
minderheden, ook wel aangeduid als etnocentrische reacties. Het sociaal­
wetenschappelijk onderzoek naar etnocentrisme kent een lange traditie. In klassieke 
studies werd etnocentrisme voorgesteld als een relatief uniform fenomeen. Meer recent 
longitudinaal onderzoek onder de blanke Amerikaanse bevolking heeft echter 
aangetoond dat er grote verschillen zijn in de verspreiding van onderscheiden algemene 
en specifieke etnocentrische reacties. Een meerderheid van de blanke bevolking 
ondersteunt algemene principes met betrekking tot gelijke behandeling van blanke en 
zwarte Amerikanen. Desalniettemin blijft er een consistente weerstand bestaan tegen 
specifiek overheidsbeleid dat erop gericht is dergelijke principes in de praktijk te 
brengen. Deze bevindingen nuanceren het beeld van etnocentrisme. Wanneer mensen 
geconfronteerd worden met specifieke vraagstukken uit de dagelijkse sociale of politieke 
realiteit, lijken etnocentrische reacties wijder verbreid te zijn.
Het doel van deze studie is te onderzoeken in welke mate specifieke 
etnocentrische reacties voorkomen onder de autochtone Nederlandse meerderheid, en 
na te gaan welke individuele karakteristieken dergelijke etnocentrische reacties 
verklaren. We bestuderen de reacties ten aanzien van concrete, hedendaagse kwesties, 
te weten: etnisch minderhedenbeleid en etnisch gemengde wijken. De onderzoeksvraag 
naar het voorkomen van etnocentrische reacties sluit aan bij de sociologische 
onderzoekstraditie waarin de cohesie binnen en tussen sociale groepen centraal staat. 
Nederland is een interessante casus voor dergelijk onderzoek. Als gevolg van 
immigratie is de etnische samenstelling van de Nederlandse bevolking de afgelopen 
decennia ingrijpend veranderd. De toegenomen etnische diversiteit heeft in Nederland 
een publieke en beleidsmatige discussie op gang gebracht. Daarin staat onder andere 
de vraag centraal wat de gevolgen zijn van zogenaamde witte en zwarte wijken voor de 
sociale cohesie in de Nederlandse samenleving. Ook het multiculturele beleid is ter 
discussie komen te staan. Hoewel Nederland voorheen bekend stond als een land met 
een sterke multiculturele ideologie, ligt het accent in het huidige beleid op aanpassing 
aan de Nederlandse samenleving.
In voorgaand onderzoek naar de verspreiding van etnocentrische reacties is 
vooral aandacht besteed aan individuele verklaringen. Daarnaast zijn contextuele 
verklaringen aangedragen, zoals de economische omstandigheden of de demografische
183
samenstelling van een land of regio. Hoewel dergelijke contextuele verklaringen zeker 
een rol spelen, zijn er aanvullende situationele verklaringen nodig om verschillen in de 
mate van etnocentrische reacties te duiden. In dit boek bestuderen we de invloed van 
uiteenlopende hypothetische sociale omstandigheden. Het voornaamste doel is te 
onderzoeken in hoeverre etnocentrische reacties ten aanzien van minderhedenbeleid en 
etnisch gemengde wijken variëren over situaties. We besteden tevens aandacht aan de 
vraag in hoeverre variaties in situationele kenmerken van invloed zijn op het verband 
tussen individuele karakteristieken en specifieke etnocentrische reacties.
De studie bestaat uit twee delen. In het eerste deel (Hoofdstuk 2 en 3) 
onderzoeken we in hoeverre de weerstand tegen etnisch minderhedenbeleid varieert 
met de wijze waarop het beleid gepresenteerd wordt. In het tweede deel (Hoofdstuk 3 
en 4) onderzoeken we in hoeverre de samenstelling van een wijk van invloed is op de 
weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken.
Om individuele en situationele verschillen in de mate van etnocentrische reacties 
te verklaren toetsen we hypothesen afgeleid van centrale theoretische benaderingen. 
Daarbij maken we vooral gebruik van de etnische competitie theorie. Centraal in deze 
theorie staat het idee dat er in moderne samenlevingen concurrentie bestaat om 
schaarse goederen tussen etnische groepen. Wanneer de positie van de eigen etnische 
groep in het geding is zouden mensen leden van andere etnische groepen als een 
bedreiging waarnemen. Deze waargenomen etnische dreiging zou resulteren in een 
sterkere mate van etnocentrische reacties.
Om de hypothesen te toetsen zijn gerandomiseerde experimenten toegevoegd 
aan grootschalig, herhaald, cross-sectioneel survey-onderzoek dat deel uitmaakt van 
het onderzoeksprogramma 'Sociaal-Culturele Ontwikkelingen in Nederland' (Eisinga, De 
Graaf, Levels, Need en Scheepers, 2011). In het onderstaande worden de empirische 
hoofdstukken en het afsluitend hoofdstuk samengevat.
Hoofdstuk 2. Weerstand tegen werkgelegenheidsbeleid: opvattingen 
over etnisch minderhedenbeleid en achterstandsbeleid
In Hoofdstuk 2 onderzoeken we of er verschillen zijn in de mate van weerstand tegen 
specifiek etnisch minderhedenbeleid en algemeen achterstandsbeleid. Op basis van 
voorgaand Amerikaans onderzoek formuleren we de verwachting dat specifiek etnisch 
minderhedenbeleid op het terrein van werkgelegenheid meer weerstand op zal roepen 
dan algemeen achterstandsbeleid. De centrale vraag is in hoeverre verklaringen voor de 
weerstand tegen werkgelegenheidsbeleid variëren naargelang de beoogde doelgroep.
Om opvattingen over werkgelegenheidsbeleid te kunnen verklaren toetsen we 
hypothesen afgeleid van centrale theoretische benaderingen. De eerste benadering is
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de etnische competitie theorie, volgens welke weerstand tegen minderhedenbeleid zou 
toenemen met percepties van etnische dreiging. Het is niet uitgesloten dat zulke 
percepties ook van invloed zijn op de weerstand tegen achterstandsbeleid. Immers, het 
Nederlandse achterstandsbeleid is in belangrijke mate ook gericht op de integratie van 
etnische minderheden. In een gerelateerde theoretische benadering wordt de nadruk 
gelegd op de rol van eigenbelang. Volgens deze theorie weerspiegelen attitudes ten 
aanzien van overheidsbeleid persoonlijke belangen. Zo zouden kwetsbare groepen als 
werklozen meer gebaad zijn bij algemeen achterstandsbeleid dan bij specifiek 
minderhedenbeleid. In een derde theoretische benadering wordt de weerstand tegen 
algemeen achterstandsbeleid en specifiek minderhedenbeleid primair verklaard vanuit 
'etnisch-neutrale' politieke overtuigingen als economisch conservatisme. In deze 
benadering staat de veronderstelling centraal dat etnische attitudes ondergeschikt zijn in 
de verklaring voor de weerstand tegen etnisch minderhedenbeleid.
Resultaten
Op basis van de resultaten concluderen we dat de doelgroep waarop het beleid gericht 
is niet van invloed is op de weerstand tegen werkgelegenheidsbeleid. Uit de resultaten 
blijkt dat de weerstand tegen werkgelegenheidsbeleid laag is. Ongeveer tien procent 
van de respondenten heeft bezwaar tegen het voorgelegde werkgelegenheidsbeleid. 
Het maakt daarbij niet uit of het beleid gericht is op mensen uit achterstandsbuurten of 
etnische minderheden.
Uit onze bevindingen komt naar voren dat de weerstand tegen etnisch 
minderhedenbeleid deels verklaard kan worden door percepties van collectieve etnisch 
dreiging. Deze percepties blijken ook van invloed te zijn op de weerstand tegen 
achterstandsbeleid, hoewel in mindere mate. We vinden weinig steun voor de 
hypothesen met betrekking tot eigenbelang. De aspecten van eigenbelang die we in 
deze studie afleiden en toetsen blijken niet gerelateerd te zijn aan de weerstand tegen 
achterstandsbeleid. Wanneer we kijken naar de houding ten aanzien van specifiek 
minderhedenbeleid komen we tot dezelfde conclusie. Eigenbelang blijkt niet van invloed 
te zijn op de weerstand tegen etnisch minderhedenbeleid wanneer we andere 
verklaringen met betrekking tot collectieve etnische dreiging en politieke ideologie 
verdisconteren. Deze bevindingen komen overeen met voorgaand Amerikaans 
onderzoek waaruit eveneens blijkt dat eigenbelang niet of nauwelijks van invloed is op 
de houding ten aanzien van specifiek etnisch minderhedenbeleid. Uit onze resultaten 
blijkt dat de weerstand tegen specifiek minderhedenbeleid inderdaad deels verklaard 
kan worden door politieke overtuigingen. De weerstand tegen algemeen 
achterstandsbeleid en specifiek minderhedenbeleid is wijder verbreid bij mensen met 
een conservatieve houding ten aanzien van nivellering. De doelgroep van het beleid
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maakt daarbij niets uit. Wanneer we tot slot de sterkte van de verschillende 
determinanten vergelijken, dan komen we tot de conclusie dat percepties van collectieve 
etnische dreiging en weerstand tegen nivellering een vergelijkbare invloed hebben op de 
weerstand tegen etnisch minderhedenbeleid.
Hoofdstuk 3. Weerstand tegen etnisch schoolbeleid: de invloed van 
frames
We richten ons in Hoofdstuk 3 op de invloed van frames. In de media en het politieke 
debat gebruiken bewindslieden frames om complexe beleidsvragen te definiëren. Op 
deze wijze trachten zij de politieke strijd om publiek draagvlak in hun voordeel te 
beslechten. Rondom één beleidskwestie bestaan over het algemeen meerdere frames 
met afwijkende, deels tegengestelde boodschappen, ook wel counterframes genoemd. 
Uit voorgaand onderzoek weten we dat afzonderlijke frames in potentie een sterke 
invloed kunnen hebben op de publieke opinie. Het is echter de vraag of dergelijke 
effecten overeind blijven wanneer mensen geconfronteerd worden met counterframes.
In dit hoofdstuk onderzoeken we of de wijze waarop etnisch schoolbeleid 
'geframed' wordt van invloed is op de weerstand ten aanzien van dit beleid. 
Voortbouwend op de etnische competitie theorie wordt etnisch schoolbeleid 
gedefinieerd in termen van nadelen voor de autochtone Nederlandse meerderheid, of in 
termen van voordelen voor etnische minderheden: extra aandacht voor allochtone 
leerlingen [gaat ten koste van de aandacht voor autochtone leerlingen/ biedt ze een 
betere kan om vooruit te komen in de Nederlandse samenleving]. Om de effecten van 
deze frames te onderzoeken wordt een vergelijking gemaakt met een controle conditie 
waarin etnisch schoolbeleid niet is geframed. We boeken daarmee vooruitgang op 
voorgaand onderzoek naar framing waarin een controle conditie vaak ontbreekt. Tevens 
boeken we vooruitgang door de effecten te bestuderen van frames en counterframes. 
We bestuderen de invloed van de afzonderlijke frames maar onderzoeken ook de 
weerstand ten aanzien van etnisch schoolbeleid onder mensen die worden blootgesteld 
aan beide frames -  in wat volgt noemen we dit de 'counterframe conditie'.
Om de weerstand tegen etnisch schoolbeleid te verklaren wordt voortgebouwd op 
de theorieën uit voorgaand hoofdstuk. Dat wil zeggen, we gebruiken centrale 
theoretische benaderingen om hypothesen af te leiden en te toetsen met betrekking tot 
waargenomen etnische dreiging, eigenbelang en politieke ideologie. Zo toetsen we de 
hypothese dat mensen met schoolgaande kinderen meer weerstand hebben tegen 
etnisch schoolbeleid. Tot slot onderzoeken we of de invloed van de individuele 
determinanten op de weerstand tegen etnisch schoolbeleid varieert naargelang het 
frame waar mensen aan worden blootgesteld.
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Resultaten
Uit de resultaten blijkt dat de weerstand tegen etnisch schoolbeleid aanzienlijk hoger is 
wanneer benadrukt wordt dat het schoolbeleid ten koste zou kunnen gaan van de 
aandacht voor autochtone leerlingen (in vergelijking met een controle conditie waarin 
respondenten niet zijn blootgesteld aan een frame). In het alternatieve frame worden de 
voordelen van etnisch schoolbeleid voor allochtone kinderen benadrukt. Onder invloed 
van dit frame blijkt de weerstand tegen etnisch schoolbeleid lager te zijn -  de invloed 
van dit frame is echter relatief klein. Om de invloed van counterframes te bestuderen is 
een deel van de respondenten blootgesteld aan beide frames. De respondenten in de 
'counterframe' conditie blijken een hogere mate van weerstand te hebben tegen etnisch 
schoolbeleid (in vergelijking met de controle conditie). Argumenten met betrekking tot de 
nadelen voor de eigen etnische groep blijken dus sterker van invloed te zijn op de 
weerstand tegen etnisch schoolbeleid. De invloed van dit frame blijkt overeind te blijven 
wanneer mensen tevens herinnerd worden aan de mogelijke voordelen voor allochtone 
kinderen.
De weerstand tegen etnisch schoolbeleid blijkt wijder verbreid te zijn onder 
degenen die meer dreiging waarnemen van etnische minderheden. Ook politieke 
ideologie blijkt van invloed te zijn: de weerstand tegen etnisch schoolbeleid is groter 
onder mensen die bestaande maatschappelijke verhoudingen wensen te behouden. 
Wanneer we de sterkte van bovenstaande determinanten vergelijken, blijkt 
waargenomen etnische dreiging de belangrijkste verklaring te zijn voor de weerstand 
tegen etnisch schoolbeleid. Uit de resultaten blijkt geen evidentie voor de rol van 
eigenbelang: het hebben van schoolgaande kinderen is niet gerelateerd aan de 
weerstand tegen etnisch schoolbeleid. In tegenstelling tot de verwachtingen zijn de 
effecten van de onafhankelijke individuele kenmerken op de weerstand tegen etnisch 
schoolbeleid niet afhankelijk van het frame waar de respondenten aan bloot zijn gesteld. 
Frames blijken dus wel van invloed te zijn op de mate van weerstand tegen etnisch 
schoolbeleid, maar niet op het relatieve belang van de onderliggende overwegingen. Of 
de manier waarop het beleid gepresenteerd wordt veel of weinig invloed heeft op de 
weerstand tegen etnisch schoolbeleid hangt echter af van de inhoud van de boodschap.
Hoofdstuk 4: Weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken
In Hoofdstuk 4 onderzoeken we de variatie in weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde 
wijken met uiteenlopende concentraties etnische minderheden. Uit voorgaand 
Amerikaans onderzoek op dit terrein blijkt dat gevoelens van onbehagen ten aanzien 
van etnisch gemengde wijken toenemen naarmate de concentratie van etnisch 
minderheden in de wijk groter is. Voortbouwend op dit onderzoek en de etnische
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competitie theorie formuleren we de verwachting dat de weerstand tegen etnisch 
gemengde wijken wijder verbreid is wanneer het percentage etnische minderheden in 
de wijk groter is. Volgens een alternatieve benadering, meestal aangeduid als de 
'ethnic-proxy benadering', komen bezwaren tegen etnisch gemengde wijken vooral voort 
uit waargenomen verschillen in sociaal-economische status. Omdat etnische 
minderheden over het algemeen een lagere sociaal-economische positie innemen, 
impliceert een ruimtelijke concentratie van minderheden ook een concentratie van 
opleidingsachterstand en armoede. De veronderstelling is dat mensen dergelijke wijken 
vermijden omdat ze bang zijn dat lagere sociaal-economische statusgroepen er 
afwijkende normen en waarden op na houden. Van deze theoretische benadering leiden 
we de hypothese af dat wijken met hoger opgeleide etnische minderheden op minder 
weerstand stuiten.
Om individuele verschillen in de weerstand tegen etnisch gemende wijken te 
verklaren worden drie centrale theoretische benaderingen gebruikt. In navolging van 
voorgaande hoofdstukken worden hypothesen afgeleid en getoetst van de etnische 
competitie theorie en de theoretische benadering waarin eigenbelang centraal staat. 
Daarnaast toetsen we of individuele verschillen in de weerstand tegen etnisch 
gemengde wijken terug te voeren zijn op waargenomen verschillen in sociaal- 
economische status tussen etnische minderheden en de autochtone Nederlandse 
meerderheid. Tot slot onderzoeken we of de samenstelling van de wijk van invloed is op 
de samenhang tussen individuele kenmerken en de weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde 
wijken.
Om de weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken te meten werd aan 
respondenten een serie hypothetische wijken voorgelegd met uiteenlopende 
concentraties van etnische minderheden (variërend van 7% tot 53% etnische 
minderheden). Na de presentatie van iedere wijk werd aan de respondenten gevraagd 
hoe comfortabel zij zich zouden voelen in de wijk. De opzet van dit design is 
vergelijkbaar met voorgaand Amerikaans onderzoek op dit terrein. Om de 'ethnic-proxy’ 
benadering te toetsen werd aan dit design een gerandomiseerd experiment toegevoegd. 
Binnen dit experiment werd het opleidingsniveau van de etnische minderheden 
gemanipuleerd. Een deel van de respondenten kreeg geen achtergrondinformatie over 
de minderheden in de wijk. Andere respondenten kregen dezelfde wijken voorgelegd, 
maar nu met de uitdrukkelijke kwalificatie dat de minderheden in de wijk hoger opgeleid 
zijn.
Resultaten
Uit de resultaten komt naar voren dat de weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken 
toeneemt naarmate de concentratie van etnische minderheden groter is. Wanneer de
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concentratie van etnische minderheden relatief klein is, treffen we verhoudingsgewijs 
weinig weerstand aan, maar wanneer de concentratie groter is, meer dan de helft, 
maakt een meerderheid bezwaar tegen etnisch gemengde wijken. De weerstand blijkt 
minder wijdverbreid te zijn wanneer het gaat om wijken met hoger opgeleide 
minderheden. Echter, ook wanneer het hoger opgeleide minderheden betreft, blijkt de 
weerstand toe te nemen met het percentage minderheden in de wijk. Wel blijkt het 
percentage minderheden minder sterk van invloed te zijn wanneer de hypothetische wijk 
uit hoger opgeleide minderheden bestaat.
De verklaringsmodellen voor de weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken 
komen overeen met die voor andere etnocentrische reacties. De bevindingen passen in 
de lijn der verwachtingen, zoals afgeleid van de etnische competitietheorie: de 
weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken neemt toe naarmate men meer dreiging 
waarneemt van etnisch minderheden. Ook blijkt de weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde 
wijken wijder verbreid te zijn onder degenen met negatieve vooroordelen ten aanzien 
van etnische minderheden. Uit de resultaten blijkt geen evidentie voor de rol van 
eigenbelang: de weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken is niet gerelateerd aan het 
hebben van een eigen huis, noch aan het hebben van schoolgaande kinderen. De 
'ethnic-proxy' these wordt deels bevestigd: degenen die de economische positie van 
etnische minderheden lager schatten, hebben meer weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde 
wijken. Echter, wanneer we de effecten van verschillende determinanten vergelijken, 
blijkt dat waargenomen etnische dreiging en vooroordelen sterkere determinanten zijn 
van weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken. De verklaringsmodellen voor de 
weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken blijken enigszins beïnvloed te worden door 
de samenstelling van de wijk. In overeenstemming met de etnische competitie theorie, 
blijken lager opgeleiden en mensen die dreiging waarnemen van etnische minderheden 
meer weerstand te hebben tegen etnisch gemengde wijken, vooral wanneer de 
concentratie etnische minderheden in de wijk groter is.
Hoofdstuk 5: Etnisch gemengde wijken en verhuisintentie
In de Amerikaanse literatuur wordt etnische segregatie in verband gebracht met 'white 
flight': de selectieve migratie van blanke Amerikanen uit wijken met een substantieel 
aandeel etnische minderheden. In Hoofdstuk 5 onderzoeken we in hoeverre variaties in 
de samenstelling van een wijk van invloed zijn op de verhuisintentie. In survey- 
onderzoek is aan respondenten gevraagd hoe comfortabel zij zich zouden voelen in 
etnisch gemengde wijken. Hetzelfde survey omvat ook vragen met betrekking tot 
verhuisintentie. Naar aanleiding van een serie hypothetische wijken met uiteenlopende 
concentraties etnische minderheden is aan respondenten gevraagd of zij zouden
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verhuizen wanneer hun eigen wijk er zo uit zou komen te zien als de geportretteerde 
wijk. Om de 'ethnic-proxy' benadering te toetsen is een experiment toegevoegd 
waarbinnen het opleidingsniveau van de minderheden werd gemanipuleerd.
Om de verhuisintenties te verklaren wordt voortgebouwd op de theoretische 
benaderingen uit voorgaand hoofdstuk, te weten: de etnische competitie theorie, 
eigenbelang en de 'ethnic-proxy' benadering. In aanvulling op deze theoretische 
benaderingen, wordt in dit hoofdstuk gebruik gemaakt van de theorie van Schelling, 
welke stelt dat mensen een bepaald tolerantieniveau hebben ten aanzien van het 
percentage minderheden in de wijk. Wanneer het aandeel minderheden in de wijk boven 
dat niveau uit zou komen, zouden zij geneigd zijn de wijk te verlaten. In navolging van 
voorgaand hoofdstuk onderzoeken we in hoeverre de compositie van de wijk van 
invloed is op de samenhang tussen individuele kenmerken en de verhuisintentie. In 
Hoofdstuk 5 wordt een gebeurtenisanalyse gebruikt om de verhuisintentie te schatten.
Resultaten
De verhuisintentie blijkt toe te nemen naarmate de concentratie van etnische 
minderheden in de wijk hoger is. In lijn met de 'ethnic-proxy' benadering blijken mensen 
minder geneigd te zijn om te verhuizen wanneer het wijken betreft met hoger opgeleide 
minderheden. In overeenstemming met de resultaten uit voorgaand hoofdstuk, blijkt het 
percentage minderheden in de wijk een onafhankelijk effect te hebben op de 
verhuisintentie. Dat wil zeggen, mensen zijn sterker geneigd te verhuizen wanneer het 
percentage minderheden in de wijk groter is, deze bevinding houdt stand wanneer de 
minderheden in de wijk hoger opgeleid zijn.
Uit de resultaten komt naar voren dat mensen sterker geneigd zijn om te 
verhuizen naarmate zij meer dreiging waarnemen van etnische minderheden, wat 
overeenkomt met de etnische competitie theorie. Tevens blijkt de verhuisintentie sterker 
te zijn onder mensen met negatieve vooroordelen ten aanzien van etnische 
minderheden. We vinden weinig steun voor de hypothesen met betrekking tot 
eigenbelang. De aspecten van eigenbelang die we in deze studie afleiden en toetsen, 
het hebben van een eigen huis en schoolgaande kinderen, blijken niet gerelateerd te 
zijn aan de weerstand tegen achterstandsbeleid. In tegenstelling tot de 'ethnic-proxy’ 
benadering, blijkt de verhuisintentie niet gerelateerd te zijn aan waargenomen 
verschillen in economische status tussen etnische minderheden en autochtone 
Nederlanders. De verklaringsmodellen van verhuisintentie blijken niet te variëren met de 
samenstelling van de wijk. Dat wil zeggen, bepaalde groepen mensen zijn sterker 
geneigd te verhuizen, maar de individuele kenmerken die we in dit hoofdstuk 
bestuderen kunnen niet verklaren onder welke omstandigheden mensen het sterkst 
geneigd zijn om te verhuizen.
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Hoofdstuk 6: Conclusies en discussie
In het laatste hoofdstuk vatten we de belangrijkste conclusies van de twee delen van 
deze studie samen. Daarbij kijken we terug naar de probleemstelling uit de inleiding.
In het eerste deel van dit boek staat de weerstand tegen etnisch 
minderhedenbeleid centraal. We concluderen dat deze weerstand varieert al naar 
gelang het beleidsterrein en de sociale omstandigheden. Zo blijkt de weerstand tegen 
etnisch schoolbeleid sterk toe te nemen onder invloed van een frame waarin dergelijk 
beleid gedefinieerd wordt in termen van nadelen voor de autochtone Nederlandse 
meerderheid. Uit het eerste empirische hoofdstuk blijkt dat de beleidsdoelgroep geen 
invloed heeft op de weerstand tegen werkgelegenheidsbeleid. In tegenstelling tot eerder 
Amerikaans onderzoek op dit terrein blijkt zowel de weerstand tegen specifiek 
minderhedenbeleid als de weerstand tegen algemeen achterstandsbeleid laag te zijn. 
We merken daarbij op dat het overheidsbeleid in onze studie gericht is op het vergroten 
van gelijke kansen voor autochtonen en etnische minderheden. Uit eerder Amerikaans 
onderzoek op dit terrein blijkt dat etnisch minderhedenbeleid op meer weerstand stuit 
wanneer het tot doel heeft gelijke uitkomsten te realiseren (bijvoorbeeld in het geval van 
quotering).
De verklaringen voor de verschillen in de mate van weerstand tegen etnisch 
minderhedenbeleid zijn in overeenstemming met de verwachtingen vanuit de etnische 
competitietheorie. De weerstand tegen etnisch minderhedenbeleid is wijder verbreid 
onder degenen die meer dreiging waarnemen van etnische minderheden. De invloed 
van waargenomen etnische dreiging op de weerstand tegen etnisch minderhedenbeleid 
blijkt minstens even sterk te zijn als het effect van politieke ideologie. Deze bevinding 
weerlegt de stelling dat de weerstand tegen etnisch minderhedenbeleid primair 
voortkomt uit politieke overtuigingen. Uit de resultaten blijkt weinig evidentie voor de 
invloed van eigenbelang. Opvallend is dat de sterkte en de aard van de relatie tussen 
individuele kenmerken en de weerstand tegen etnisch schoolbeleid niet beïnvloed wordt 
door het beleidsframe. Dat wil zeggen, de invloed van het beleidsframe op de weerstand 
tegen etnisch schoolbeleid is niet beperkt tot de sociale groepen die normaal gesproken 
de meeste weerstand vertonen tegen etnische minderheden.
In het tweede deel van dit boek staan de houdingen en intenties ten aanzien van 
etnisch gemengde wijken centraal. Volgens de 'ethnic-proxy' benadering zouden 
intenties ten aanzien van etnisch gemengde wijken gebaseerd zijn op waargenomen 
verschillen in sociaal-economische status tussen de autochtone meerderheid en 
etnische minderheden. In deze studie vinden we evidentie voor deze stelling. De 
weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken en de verhuisintentie is minder wijdverbreid 
wanneer het wijken betreft met hoger opgeleide minderheden. Uit de resultaten blijkt 
echter ook dat de weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken en de verhuisintentie
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toeneemt naarmate de concentratie van etnische minderheden in de wijk groter is. Deze 
bevinding blijkt stand te houden voor wijken met hoger opgeleide minderheden.
Houdingen en intenties ten aanzien van etnisch gemengde wijken blijken 
grotendeels verklaard te kunnen worden vanuit de etnische competitietheorie. Uit de 
resultaten blijkt weinig bewijs voor de rol van eigenbelang. Op een enkele uitzondering 
na blijkt de sterkte en de aard van de relatie tussen individuele kenmerken en de 
weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken niet te variëren met de samenstelling van de 
wijk. Hetzelfde geldt voor de resultaten met betrekking tot verhuisintentie. Opvallend is 
dat het effect van opleiding op de weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken toeneemt 
naarmate de concentratie van etnische minderheden groter is. Deze bevinding is in lijn 
met de etnische competitie theorie, maar wijkt af van eerder Amerikaans onderzoek 
waarin het effect van opleiding sterk afneemt. In toekomstig onderzoek zou het goed zijn 
om onze resultaten met betrekking tot verhuisintenties te vergelijken met 
verhuisbewegingen tussen buurten en wijken. In de praktijk is dat echter lastig omdat er 
vaak wel gegevens beschikbaar zijn over de samenstelling van de wijk, maar niet over 
verhuisgegevens op het niveau van individuen en huishoudens. Een tweede suggestie 
voor vervolgonderzoek is ook de attitudes van etnische minderheden te betrekken.
In deze studie richten we ons op specifieke etnocentrische reacties ten aanzien 
van kwesties uit de actuele, sociale en politieke realiteit. Door gebruik te maken van 
experimenten in grootschalig survey onderzoek, zijn we in staat de invloed van 
uiteenlopende situationele kenmerken te bestuderen. De belangrijkste conclusie is dat 
de verbreiding van etnocentrische reacties varieert naargelang het aspect dat men 
bestudeert en de sociale omstandigheden. Zo blijkt dat de weerstand tegen etnisch 
minderhedenbeleid afhangt van de wijze waarop dit beleid geframed wordt. Daarnaast 
constateren we dat de samenstelling van een wijk een grote invloed heeft op de 
weerstand tegen etnisch gemengde wijken. Deze resultaten nuanceren het beeld van 
etnocentrisme als uniform fenomeen en impliceren dat het moeilijk is om algemene 
uitspraken te doen over 'negatieve houdingen tegenover etnische minderheden'. We 
menen dat de toepassing van survey-experimenten in de onderhavige studie veel 
aanknopingspunten biedt om het onderzoek naar etnocentrische reacties voort te zetten 
en uit te breiden.
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The influx and presence of ethnic immigrants Isas changed the ethnic 
composition of many Dutch cities and substantially affected the social and 
political climate. This book addresses the ethnic exclusiona ry reactions of 
the Dutch majority population towards immigrants and minorities. The focus 
is on two contempora ry ethnic issueh th cat receive significant atteotion in 
public and political debates: opposition to ethnic minoritp policy and 
oppooitioo to ethnica lly mixed neighbourhoods. The main goal is to axamine 
variations in these exclusiona ry/ reaotions across different situations and to 
assess how situational characteristi cs and individual-level characteristi cs 
interact to shape such reactions. The book is divided in two parts. In the fi rst 
part, atteotion is pa id to the influence of frames on pucNc opposition to 
ethnic minority policy. The second part addresses the role d  neighbourhood 
composition in opposition to ethnically mixed neighbourhoods. In ord er to 
explain individuai differences in ethnic exclusionary reactions, complementary 
and contrasting pypotheses are derived from the most prominent theories 
in thls lino erf research. Tee test the inyuenco of situational characteristics, 
randomized experiments are innovatively em bedded in large scale cross­
sectional survey data.
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